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EFFECTIVE DATES OF INCREASES IN COMPENSATION 
GRANTED TO WAGE-BOARD EMPLOYEES 


TUESDAY, MARCH 4, 1958 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON Post OrFice AND CrviL SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room 
213, Old House Office Building, Hon. James C. Davis, chairman of 
the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Davis. The subcommittee will come to order. 

This subcommittee has been appointed to consider the provisions of 
Senate bill S. 25 and five companion House bills (H. R. 2425, 2485, 
3090, 4518, and 5273). These bills would establish an effective date 
for salary rates arrived at under wage-board procedures in the depart- 
ments and agencies. 

Their objectives are similar although varying some in their appli- 
cation. 

Any legislation which may result from the activities of this sub- 
committee will affect the pay of over 600,000 Federal employees in the 
so-called blue-collar classification. So that the members of this sub- 
committee may have full information, we have invited the testimony 
of the authors of the bills, representatives of the major departments 
concerned, the employee groups, the Bureau of the Budget, the 
General Accounting Office, and the Civil Service Commission. 

With the heavy schedule of testimony which we have set down for 
today we hope to cover in the 2 hours available to us today all of 
the major features of this legislation. But I do request that each 
witness, in view of the limited time, make his statement as brief as 
possible. 

In making that request, I, of course, want you to understand that 
I do not desire to omit or to minimize any vital information having 
a bearing on our decision in the matter. 

We are glad to have some of our colleagues in the House here 
today with us. And first we have Hon. Thomas M. Pelly, repre- 
senting the First District of Washington, who is the author of House 
bill H. R. 2485. 

We are pleased to have you, Mr. Pelly, and we will be glad to have 
your statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS M. PELLY, A MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Periy. Mr. Chairman, first let me say that I appreciate the 
opportunity to appear here today. 

Removal of the inequity which now exists in making effective wage 
schedules for the Government’s prevailing-rate employees is a greatly 
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needed improvement in the existing wage-board system. This im- 
provement would be brought about by the bill H. R. 2485 which I 
have introduced, and by bill S. 25 and others which have passed. the 
Senate and others which have already been referred to by the chair- 
man. 

As the bills are drawn, the new schedule of wage rates would be 
placed in effect as of the date on which the wage survey from which 
they resulted was ordered. This is essential if the revision of wage 
rates is to accomplish its purpose. 

It has long been necessary for wage-board employees to wait for 
some time after the completion of wage surveys before they could 
have the benefit of the new rates in the form of actual income. Log- 
ically the effective date of the rates which are to be put into effect 
should be the earliest determinable date. That would be the date 
on which the first official action was taken to set the wage-fixing ma- 
chinery in motion. 

It is completely unrealistic to continue the existing procedure, be- 

cause it ignores the primary purpose of wage surveys. It must be 
kept in mind that the survey is ordered only after there has been some 
evidence that existing wage rates in Federal establishments in a par- 
ticular area have fallen noticeably behind those paid for comparable 
positions in private industry. 

Unavoidably Federal employees will have lost some purchasing 
power even before the wage survey can be ordered. But certainly 
the new rates should be made available to those employees as soon as 
possible. 

It is recognized that these surveys require time to schedule and then 
to make preparations for collecting the data, after which analysis 
must be made and further time allowed to reach a proper determina- 
tion of changes to be made in existing rates. 

The time consumed in a particular survey will illustrate what I 
mean by my comment on the present delay which prevents these em- 
ployees from receiving as soon as they should the benefit of increased 
wage rates. 

On January 18, 1958, the Navy Department increased the rates for 
the Puget Sound area an average of 12.3 cents an hour. But under 
the existing procedure the employees did not receive the benefit of the 
higher rates until long after the need for them had been recognized. 

Had my bill or S. 25 been in effect, the new rates would have been 
made effective 6 months earlier. 

The wage survey on which these rates was based began July 11, 
1957. The data was received September 9, 1957, and then held for 
additional information. As a result the new schedule was dated 
January 6, 1958; and was not made effective until the first pay period 
after January 18, 1958. The whole purpose of increasing wage rates 
is to give workers greater income and increase buying power so that 
they will be better able to supply the needs of themselves and their 
families. 

The higher rates are intended to prevent employees from losing 
money by reason of rising prices which reduces their buying power 

Price increases have already taken place even before the decision to 
order a survey and if employees are to be required to wait another 
6 months and lose the benefit of the very remedy which is intended 
to help them, it is patently unfair and completely unjustified. 
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The time required for making a wage survey by the Navy, Army, 
Air Force, or other agencies having prevailing rate employees is 
emphasized not for the purpose of condemning these agencies or 
implying that the survey should be materially expedited. A properly 
conducted survey requires a certain amount of time to plan and collect 
the data and determine what changes should be made in existing 
rates, 

There is no general complaint with the manner in which they are 
conducted. What is a matter of grave concern is the need for obtain- 
ing legislation to put the rates into effect when they are needed by 
the employees. It is urged, therefore, that the necessary action be 
taken with as little delay as possible, for until it has been taken, 
a large number of employees are suffering severe economic loss. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would wish to thank you and the 
committee for its kind consideration and ask also that I might be 

ermitted to include in the record an editorial which appeared in the 
3remerton Sun, Wednesday, December 18, 1957, during the time 
when the survey that I referred to was being delayed. This editorial 
is entitled “Puget Sound Naval Shipyard Workers Are Being Short- 
changed.” 

Also, Mr. Chairman, I have various telegrams which I have just 
received in the last few days. One is from the boilermakers and black- 
smiths local 290 of my district, which points up that the workers 
lost about $150 each in wages in that particular survey to which I have 
referred. 

Likewise, I have support for this legislation from the American 
Federation of Government Employees in Bremerton, Wash. Another 
telegram from the NIPSIC Lodge 282, International Association of 
Machinists of Bremerton. And finally I have from the recording 
secretary of the United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices 
of the Plumbing and Pipefitting Industry of the United States and 
Canada, Local 631, of Bremerton, a telegram in favor of this legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. Davis. The editorial and the telegrams will be inserted im- 
mediately following your statement. And we thank you very much, 
Mr. Pelly, for your statement. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


{From the Bremerton Sun, December 18, 1957] 
PSNS WorkKErS ARE BEING SHORTCHANGED 


In a very few days, we expect to have the news of a new wage schedule for 
blue-collar (per diem) workers of Puget Sound naval shipyard and related 
activities. The pay scales, we expect, will be adjusted upward. 

But whatever the news will be, there is reason to wonder why it has been 
so slow in coming. 

The new United States survey for the Puget Sound wage area was begun last 
July. A half year has lapsed. If the survey shows, and we presume it does, 
that the federally employed workers were below private industry’s scales of last 
July in the area, the Federal workers have in fact been shortchanged for a full 
half year. This is unconscionable and degrading to the employees as well as to 
the public they serve. 

It is significant that the San Francisco area’s wage survey was begun as late 
as September, yet it resulted in an increase of nearly 15 cents an hour to Federal 
workers on their first payday in December. 

Any award of a wage increase to PSNS workers, therefore, will not be fully 
satisfying in itself. The reasons for the long delay in making deserved adjust- 
ments in scale remain to be ferreted out. Once unearthed, the administration 
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should promptly take corrective action in the interests of fairness to its 
employees. 


BREMERTON, WASH., March 4, 1958. 
Tuomas M. PELLy, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Dear Stir: At tonight’s meeting of local 631 the membership moved that I be 
instructed to wire you and urge you to do everything in your power to see that 
H. R. 2485 be enacted. 

Yours truly, 
WILLIAM VON ESSEN, 
Recording Secretary of the United Association of Journeymen and 
Apprentices of the Plumbing and Pipefitting Industry of the United 
States and Canada, Local 631. 


BREMERTON, WASH, March 2, 1958. 
Hon. THoMAs PELLy, 
House Building, Washington, D. C.: 


The long delay in wage-board action has cost shipyard workers and merchants 
several thousands of dollars. We urge enactment of your H. R. 2485. 


A. A. JUSTIN, 
Recording Secretary, Nipsic Lodge, 282, International Association 
of Machinists. 


BREMERTON, WASH., March 2, 1958. 
Hon. THOMAS PELLY, 
House Building, Washington, D. C.: 


AFGHE Local 48 urges enactment of your H. R. 2485 as this long delay in 
wage-board actions is unfair to workers and merchants in Bremerton. 


Tom DELANEY, 
President, American Federation of Government Employees. 


BREMERTON, WASH., March 1, 1958. 
Hon. THOMAS M. PELLyY, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: Need for the passage of H. R. 2485, retroactive pay 
bill, with demonstrators in the slowness in which last area wage survey award 
was made. Cost each worker about $150 in wages. Thank you for your interest 
and support. 

R. D. KENNEDY, 
Boilermakers and Blacksmiths Local, 290. 

Mr. Davis. It is a pleasure to have with us today Hon. John F. 
Shelley, representing the Fifth District of California, who is the au- 
thor of H. R. 3090. We will be glad to have your statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN F. SHELLEY, A MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sueiiey. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. May I ex- 
press my appreciation to you and the committee for allowing me this 
opportunity to appear. 

The purpose of H. R. 3090 is twofold. It will benefit the so-called 
blue-collar workers directly, and would also benefit the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the country as a whole by assuring that these top flight 
skilled workers would continue to work at their jobs in Federal in- 
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stallations without the temptation of seeking better employment 
conditions in private industry. 

The present practice of the Federal Government is to conduct wage- 
board surveys at spécified intervals to compare Federal salaries with 
the current rate of pay for similar jobs in private industry. These 
wage-board surveys, understandably, are time consuming and take 
months to complete and evaluate. 

Assuming the salary adjustments are made to bring Federal salaries 
to the level of outside indusiee , the present practice is to make these 
wage increases effective as of t the date of the completion of the survey. 

May I interject right there that that is not always quite true either, 
Mr. Chairman. The Federal workers get their raise, putting him on 
equal basis with outside workers, with this important Fiererefios: The 
worker in private industry has been making this present scale all 
during the months the wage board was gathering and evaluating its 
data. 

As a result, the Federal employees, now months behind his brother 
worker of like skill in private industry in actual wages, decides that 
it might be smart for him to look around on the outside. Final re- 
sult: The Government loses a topnotch, skilled man and must go to 
the expense of replacing and retraining a man who may well follow 
in the same footsteps of his predecessor the next time the wage board 
makes a survey and the payment is delayed. 

H. R. 3090 would require that adjusted salaries be retroactive to 
a date 30 days following the ordering of the wage-board survey. 
This is a little different than Mr. Pelly’s bill. In my congressional 
district of San Francisco, there are approximately 40 000 Federal 
workers employed in various installations, including the enormously 
important San Francisco Naval Shipyard. Whereas the bill would 
benefit all blue-collar workers throughout the Government, I would 
like to stress that there is important work going on at the naval ship- 
yard which, I feel, should not be interrupted. There are more than 
7,000 employees in the shipyard at this moment. They are busy 
converting the heavy cruiser Chicago to a guided-missile cruiser, along 
with other such work. The yard is also” engaged in repair work of 
every description. 

I have here a letter from the president of the San Francisco Naval 
Shipyard Employees’ Associ ation, whose thoughts and comments I 
would like to put before the committee. And I will give the letter to 
the reporter. 

Mr. Davis. It may be included in the record at this point. 

(The document referred to follows :) 

EMPLOYEES’ ASSOCIATION, 
San Francrsco Nava SHIPYARD, 
San Francisco, Calif., February 28, 1958. 


Congressman JOHN F. SHELLEY, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN SHELLEY: For many years our association has urged the 
passage of legislation which would correct a grave injustice. Our association 
believes that the enactment into law of the features contained in your bill, H. R. 
3090, will correct this injustice. 

At present wage surveys are started long after the majority of the union con- 
tracts have been negotiated with commercial employers in this area. Then a 
period of from 30 to over 60 days is used to collect wage data. After the collec- 
tion of the data, there is a wait of as much as 3 months before the announcement 
of the new wage rates. The effective date is still 2 or 3 weeks later. 





22528—58 


See 
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This situation makes it extremely difficult to hire and retain the high quality 
skilled mechanics necessary to the defense effort. Our best mechanics are 
tempted to leave Federal employment when they find fellow craftsmen in private 
industry receiving the benefits of wage increases for periods of 6 to 9 months 
before the Federal wages are adjusted. 

Your bill, H. R. 3090, corrects the injustice of this excessive wait by making 
the effective date retroactive to approximately 30 days after the wage survey is 
ordered. This retroactive feature should present no problem since individual 
retroactive changes are made frequently and there have been mass retroactive 
pay changes, such as the last time Federal classified employcc: received a much 
overdue raise. 

Approximately 85 percent of the civilian employees of the San Francisco Naval 
Shipyard are members of our association. We wish you all possible success in 
your efforts to secure the early enactment into law of the features in your bill 
H. R. 3090. 

Sincerely, 
ARTHUR G, Forster, President. 

Mr. Suetiey. These arguments set forth in this letter are not moti- 
vated by any other thought than continuing a smooth operation of a 
facility with a minimum disturbance in worker schedules which might 
be brought about by the present penalizing system of adjusting wages 
to match civil negotiations for pay weeks and often months later 
when necessary in order to be fair and just. 

I might add, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, that I 
have been watching this situation for some time, and I know that in 
most of these cases the pay increase goes into effect 6 to 9 months after 
the survey has been undertaken. 

In the past several years, in 2 instances, before the employees in 
the Government facilities got the pay raise which results from the 
survey, the same employees in private industry on whose wages the 
survey was made had negotiated for another increase, so that, by the 
time the Federal employees got an increase, they were then 2 steps 
behind, and another survey was needed shortly after. 

I might also point out a situation which is not in my district, but 
in which I was involved a year ago. The NACA operation at Moffett 
Field, where we have a great many men highly skilled in sciences 
and electronics work doing research on wind resistance at the wind 
tunnels at Moffett Field on aircraft work, a pay survey was made 
there, and it was found that they were quite a bit behind what was 
being paid in private industry. 

The NACA came in and asked the Bureau of the Budget for addi- 
tional money. The Bureau of the Budget said, “We are not going to 
give you additional money. You can take it out of what you have. 
You have an adequate amount there. Just simply absorb it.” And, 
after more than 6 months, these men finally received that increase 
which had been approved in December 1956. 

The survey showed they were entitled to it and, as a result, we are 
losing this type of man. I would like to present these letters for in- 
clusion after my remarks and I want to thank the chairman and the 
committee for allowing me to make this presentation. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS, 
Washington, D. C., March 27, 1957. 


Hon. JoHn F’. SHELLEY, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 
Dear Mr. SHELLEY: In the absence of Dr. Hugh L. Dryden, our Director, per- 
mit me to reply to your letter of March 19, 1957, requesting information concern- 
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ing the wage schedule at the NACA’s Ames Aeronautical Laboratory, Moffett 
Field, Calif. 

In establishing wage rates for trades and crafts positions, the NACA has 
cooperated in recent years with the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Navy De- 
partment, and the Army-Air Force Wage Board in joint surveys to ascertain 
prevailing rates of pay for these classes. The schedule currently effective at 
the Ames Laboratory, for example, was approved in April 1956, based on data 
developed through February 1956. 

The most recent survey made by the NACA and the above-cited agencies was 
completed in November 1956, and a wage schedule reflecting the prevailing rates 
was approved by the NACA Wage Board on December 10, 1956, It is this 
schedule which is the subject of your letter. In brief, it provides an increase 
of 8 cents per hour at the bottom grade and 14 cents per hour at the journeyman 
craft level (NACA grade 10). 

The decision to defer the installation of this schedule was a difficult one. We 
concur with your opinion that to defer installation of wage increases is unde- 
sirable in terms of morale among our wage board employees. However, the 
Ames schedule was but 1 of 4 pending NACA schedules, and to put these new 
schedules into effect meant using funds required for filling critically needed 
scientific vacancies. A reduction in scientific complement would, we believed, not 
be consistent with the NACA’s increasing workload and increasing responsibili- 
ties to the national security. The NACA believes its work is vital to the national 
defense. We are engaged in an international race for air supremacy, and in an 
intense effort to keep the quality of American aircraft and missiles ahead of 
those of any potential enemy. The most critical phase of the NACA’s manpower 
program is the thinness of our research scientist staff in proportion to the research 
to be done and the facilities available for use. 

Promptly after approving the new wage-board rates, NACA requested supple- 
mental funds for putting the wage-board increases retroactively into effect at 
our laboratories, but the Bureau of the Budget disapproved our request for a 
supplemental appropriation for this purpose. 

In this regard, there was no misunderstanding with the Bureau of the Budget. 
Rather, it is our understanding that our request was but one of a number from 
different agencies for this same purpose, which were denied at the same time. 

We appreciate your expression of interest and concern in this matter and the 
opportunity to explain the basis of our course of action. We plan to put the 
revised wage-board schedules into effect by July 1, 1957, or earlier if possible. 

Very truly yours, 
J. F, Vicrory, Hwecutive Secretary, 





NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS, 
Washington, D. C., May 7, 1957. 
Hon. JoHNn F.. SHELLEY, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. SHELLEY: This is in further reply to your letter of inquiry, dated 
March 19, 1957, concerning the revised wage schedule for trades and crafts 
employees at the NACA Ames Aeronautical Laboratory, which was approved by 
the NACA Wage Board in December 1956. In our letter of March 27, 1957, 
we explained the reasons making it necessary to defer the installation of these 
salary adjustments until we were sure available funds would permit. 

I am pleased to advise you that the NACA has determined that available funds 
will permit these wage adjustments to be made effective the pay period begin- 
ning June 16, 1957. Our laboratories are currently announcing this effective 
date to their wage-board employees. 

We regret that our funds do not permit an earlier installation of these revised 
wage schedules, and thank you for your interest and concern in this regard. 

Very truly yours, 
J. F. Vicrory, Heecutive Secretary. 


Mr. Davis. We appreciate very much your comprehensive state- 
ment, Mr. Shelley. 

We are glad to have with us today our colleague, Hon. William S. 
eS of the Fourth District of California, who is the author of 

. R. 4518. 
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We will be glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM S. MAILLIARD, A MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Marurarp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I see no reason to 
duplicate the excellent statements made by Mr. Pelly and Mr. Shelley. 
I think they have stated the problem very well. 

I think, basically, what we are asking this committee to decide is 
whether we are going to have legislative implementation of the pol- 
icy that now exists. It is not being implemented as has been pointed 
out by Mr. Shelley. 

Sometimes the actual, effective wage increase may be over a year 
behind, even a year and a half, because these surveys are made only 
at intervals. So, between the intervals and the surveys, with the in- 
crease in wages that has been going on in private industry, the same 
men working for private industry are getting their increases. Then 
a survey is made and, some months later, the Federal employees may 
get that same increase, but by that time the employees in private 
industry have had 1 or, maybe, 2 increases. 

Also, I think no one has mentioned that there have been variations 
from area to area. For example, recently on the Pacific coast, surveys 
were made in the Northwest, in the central part of California, and in 
southern California, and because the bay-area survey was a combined 
study by the Department of Labor and the Department of Defense, 
the effective date for the bay-area employees was some months later, 
because it took longer to make the survey than it did for their counter- 
parts, for example, in the naval shipyard at Long Beach as against 
the naval shipyard in San Francisco. 

Mr. Davis. What is your home city? 

Mr. Matiurarp. Mr. Shelley and I share the finest city in the coun- 
try, we believe—San Francisco. 

Mr. Davis. Well, you both represent it very efficiently. 

Mr. Maru1arp. But that, I think, is another example that, per- 
haps, has not been mentioned previously; that the implementation of 
the policy is basically unfair and is even unfair between Federal 
workers a few hundred miles or, perhaps, less apart. And that, 
obviously, is not what any of us would intend. 

I think that the departments have made some justification for not 
requiring that the effective date be the date when the survey is or- 
dered. I believe that the amended Senate bill, which I think is almost 
exactly the same as the bill that I introduced giving them the 30 
days, would permit them, if they wanted to, to expedite the survey 
and get on with the job to not have a retroactive situation. 

They could complete the survey in 30 days in many instances. If, 
for other reasons of Government policy, such as, for example, this 
combined Department of Labor-Department of Defense survey, where 
they were developing statistical information that did not really bear 
directly on the question of these particular wage rates, then I think 
it is up to the Government not to penalize the employees because they 
take more time than is really justified for the immediate job at hand. 

Mr. Chairman, I have had communications from some of the same 
people that Mr. Pelly and Mr. Shelley have mentioned. But I see 
no reason for attempting to duplicate those things in the record. 
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Mr, Davis. You have no editorials or communications, then, that 
you would want to insert ? 


Mr. Maru1arp. No. They would just duplicate what has already 
been introduced. 


Mr. Davis. We appreciate very much having your statement. 

Any questions, Mr. Corbett? 

Mr. Corserr. No. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much for your pertinent testimony. 

Congressman James G. Polk, of the Sixth District of Ohio, who 
is the author of H. R. 5273, is not present. I understand that Mr. 
Polk will file a statement later which will be placed in the record 
at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. JAMES G. PoLtK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FRoM THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee; I strongly urge that favorable 
action be taken on the bill, H. R. 52738. 

This bill provides “that any increase in basic compensation for an employee 
of the Federal Government whose basic compensation is fixed and adjusted from 
time to time in accordance with prevailing rates by a wage board or similar 
administrative authority serving the same purpose shall take effect not late 
than the first day of the first pay period for such employee which begins more 
than 30 days from the date of completion of the wage survey made in connection 
with such increase.” 

The situation that I am trying to remedy was considered last year by the 
House of Representatives Appropriations Committee in the “General Govern- 
ment Matters Appropriation Act, 1958.” This was the bill, H. R. 5788, and 
as it passed the House it contained in section 210 the following: 

“Hereafter, any appropriation required to be apportioned pursuant to section 
3679 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, may be apportioned on a basis indicat- 
ing the need for a supplemental or deficiency estimate of appropriation to the 
extent necessary to permit payment of such pay increases as may be granted 
those employees (commonly known as wage-board employees) whose compensa- 
tion is fixed and adjusted from time to time in accordance with prevailing 
rates (5 U. 8. C. 1082 (7) ).” 

As you are well aware, for several years there has been serious complaint 
from the Government’s 800,000 wageboard employees that long delays are ex- 
perienced by them in receiving pay increases granted to them as a result of 
wage-board hearings. 

At present, many agencies must get the money first from Congress and then 
they make the increase retroactive to a back date. The Veterans’ Administration, 
General Services Administration and the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare are among the agencies for which higher salaries were approved for 
their wage-board employees, but because of the delay in congressional approval 
of appropriations for these agencies, the employees could not be paid the in- 
creased wages granted to them. 

This bill will not in any way increase expenditures by the Federal Government, 
but it will enable wage-board employees of the various governmental agencies 
to receive the increase in rates of pay that have been granted to them by the 
wage board much more promptly than under present proceedings. For this 
reason I strongly urge your prompt and favorable consideration of this bill. 


Mr. Davis. We are glad to have a former member of this committee 
with us, Hon. George P. Miller from the Eighth District of. Calli- 
fornia. . 

I remember most pleasantly your long service on this committee, 
Mr. Miller, and we are glad to have you here this morning. And we 
will be pleased to have whatever statement you wish to make. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE P. MILLER, A MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Mitier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

It is always a pleasure to come and sit on this side of the table and 
look at the distinguished people who occupy the chairs on the other 
side of that high bench. I enjoyed the work I did there as a mem- 
ber of this important committee. I am always glad of the opportunity 
to come before you. 

I have no prepared statement. I did not enter a bill. There are 

lenty of bills in to cover the matter, and another bill would have 
Seah quite unnecessary. I think it is unfortunate that we have to 
spend the time of this committee and the Congress in introducing and 
pleading for legislation of this kind. The Bureau of the Budget 
thwarts the will of Congress in the application of this law, and it 
has gone on for the years I have been in Congress; and this law has 
been on the statute books. 

They just withhold the money after these surveys are made and 
the recommendations of those surveys cannot be put into effect. You 
know and I know that that is where the fault lies. It becomes a 
mockery. The Congress has expressed itself in setting up a law 
whereby its blue collar or skilled employees may have their salaries 
adjusted. We go through the motions of making the investigations 
to adjust these salaries. And then somebody tells somebody else the 
money for this has to be absorbed out of your current budget. And 
it cannot be absorbed. 

Layoffs take place. The work of Government slows down, just for 
the sake of saving a few pennies that must be eventually spent anyway. 
And all-we are doing here is again affirming our position that the Con- 
gress has already taken and saying to the fiscal agencies of Govern- 
ment or the fiscal agency of Government: “It is time that you act 
and act promptly.” 

It is unfortunate that we have to do it, but that is the position in 
which we find ourselves. And what have we done? Again I say we 
have made a mockery out of it. We set up a method by which these 
people can be employed. We say to them “You are entitled to this.” 
And then we deny it to them. 

In effect, we take the bread out of the mouths of the children and the 
families of these workers, because that is the basis on which these 
adjustments are made. And I want to commend you for holding these 
hearings. And I feel that this bill which in effect merely corrects 
administrative injustices should be adopted. 

I am certain it will be adopted. Again I want to thank you for the 
privilege of appearing. 

Mr. Dayis. I appreciate very much your comprehensive statement. 

Mr. Miter. I may say I too have numerous letters and communica- 
tions, but you will have plenty of those in the record. So, I will not 
burden the record with them. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Congressman Miller. 

We have another former member of our committee with us this 
morning. We are very glad to have him. Congressman Charles S. 
Gubser, of the 10th District of California. 

We would be pleased to have any statement you would like to give. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES S. GUBSER, A MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Gusser. It is a pleasure to be back with many of my good 
friends that I served with on this committee for 4 years. I subscribe 
completely and 100 percent to the statements made by my colleagues 
from California, Mr. Mailliard, Mr. Shelley, and Mr. Miller. I 
have a very brief prepared statement which, with your permission, I 
will read at this time. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you in support of 
H. R. 3090 introduced by my colleague from California, Hon, John F. 
Shelley. 

This bill should be passed as a matter of simple justice. When 
the Federal Government hires wage-board employees, it assumes a 
moral obligation to pay those employees in accordance with the terms 
under which they were hired. 

H. R. 3090 merely implements the intent of legislation which orig- 
inally created the wage-board principle for setting salaries by requir- 
ing the new salaries be placed in effect not less than 30 days from the 
date on which the survey which determines the new rate of pay was 
ordered to be made. 

Mr. Chairman, in my district, Ames Laboratory, of the National 
Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, hires many hundreds of wage- 
board employees. Last year a wage survey indicated that an increase 
was in order. These employees did not receive benefits of this increase 
until the start of the new fiseal year. 

Congressman Shelley and I attempted, unsuccessfully, to amend a 
supplemental appropriations bill to allow payment of this increase 
from the date which was intended. By denying wage-board employees 
the increase which was rightfully theirs, the United States Govern- 
ment did untold damage to morale among these employees at Ames 
Laboratory. 

Passage of H. R. 3090 will prevent such a situation from ever occur- 
ring again. I sincerely urge your favorable consideration. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much for your fine statement, Congress- 
man Gubser. 

We appreciate having all of you. 

We have a number of people in our audience this morning who I 
understand are delegates to the East Coast Metal Trades Council. 
We are very glad to have you gentlemen with us. We regret that our 
hearing room is so small that all of you have not been afforded seats, 
but we are pleased to have you with us. 

It is a pleasure also to have with us this morning a member of the 
House Post Office and Civil Service Committee who, by the way, is 
not a member of this subcommittee; but it is a great pleasure to have 
Congressman Edward J. Robeson, of the First District of Virginia, 
who is very much interested in this legislation. I understand he woul! 
like to make a statement. 

Congressman Robeson. 


er 
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STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD J. ROBESON, A MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Roseson. I appreciate the opportunity to present my state- 
ment, Mr. Chairman, I have in my own district a large number of 
Federal employees. 

Mr. Davis. I believe your home city is Newport News, Va., is it 
not ? 

Mr. Roseson. Yes. 

Newport News and the entire area has many of these employees. 
And while I join with our colleague, Mr. Miller, it is unfortunate 
that we have to provide such legislation, but I think that certainly it is 
necessary. 

There may be some question as to some definition, but I am sure 
the subcommittee can work that out. I feel quite certain that this 
will provide a relief and help toward accomplishing meritorious 
objectives. I hope that legislation will be provided and that we will 
solve that problem. I join with my other colleagues in compliment- 
ing the subcommittee on proceeding with it. I assure you that I will 
be glad to do anything that I can to be helpful in this connection. 

Mr. Davis. We are glad to have with us this morning, Congressman 
Robeson, and we appreciate very much having your statement on 
these bills. 

The next witness will come from the Department of Defense. We 
have as the first witness Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Personnel 
and Reserve Forces), Hon. Richard Jackson. 

Mr. Secretary, do you have someone with you to appear in con- 
nection with this legislation ? 

Mr. Jackson. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I have with me Adm. R. E. 
Cronin. And we have two gentlemen from the Army and Air Force, 
Mr. John A. Watts and Mr. Robert H. Willey, and we have Mr. 
Thomas L. Gardner. 

Mr. Davis. It is a pleasure to have you and your associates with us. 
We will be glad to have whatever statement you see fit to make. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD JACKSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF THE NAVY (PERSONNEL AND RESERVE FORCES); ACCOM- 
PANIED BY REAR ADM. R. E. CRONIN, CHIEF OF INDUSTRIAL 
RELATIONS, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY; JOHN A. 
WATTS, DIRECTOR OF CIVILIAN PERSONNEL, DEPARTMENT OF 
THE AIR FORCE; ROBERT H. WILLEY, DIRECTOR OF CIVILIAN 
PERSONNEL, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY; AND THOMAS L. 
GARDNER, DIRECTOR, WAGE AND CLASSIFICATION DIVISION, 
OFFICE OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS, DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


Mr. Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am Richard Jackson, Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Personnel 
and Reserve Forces), and I have been designated to represent the 
Department of Defense at today’s hearings on S. 25. The Department 
appreciates the opportunity to present its views on this bill. 

It is the intent of the bill that whenever, pursuant to a wage survey, 
an increase in the pay wage-board employees of the Federal Govern- 
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ment is granted, such increase shall be made effective not later than 
the first day of the first pay period which begins on or after the 30th 
day, exclusive of Saturday and Sunday, following the date on which 
such survey was ordered to be made, , 

The current Department of Defense instruction No. 1416.1 of June 
19, 1956, states: 

It is the policy of the Department of Defense to maintain rates for wage-board 
employees of each military activity in line with the general level of rates for 
comparable work which prevail in the local labor market, with only such ex- 


ceptions as are required in the public interest. The Department of Defense will 
follow industrial wages as promptly as possible but will not lead the way. 


It further states: 


Locality wage surveys or spot-check surveys comprehensive enough to insure 
statistical validity will be undertaken as necessary to insure that rates paid 
by the various military installations accurately reflect the level of industrial 
wages paid in each area. Normally such surveys will be undertaken in each 
labor market are a once a year but not less frequently than once in every 2 years. 

The Department of Defense instruction is based on section 7474 
of title 10, United States Code (84th Cong.), which provides for 
wage-fixing authority in the Department of the Navy, and section 
202 (7) of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, which provides 
wage-fixing authority for the Departments of the Army and the Air 
Force as well as for other Government agencies. It is to this latter 
act and section that S. 25 refers, although it is believed that S. 25 
must also contemplate inclusion of the Navy’s wage-board employees 
within its purview. 

That is to say, the text of the bill as I have it, Mr. Chairman, goes 
only to section 202, subsection (7) of the Classification Act. 

This bill, if enacted would make retroactive wage adjustments part 
of the normal pattern of Federal wages. Such adjustments would 
continually require the expenditure of substantial amounts of money 
for work performed in the past. These periods would often extend 
into previous fiscal quarters and fiscal years. Budgeting for and avail- 
ability of funds to meet such costs would pose a continuing problem. 

The problem of labor costing by job order would be increased if the 
bill were enacted. Section 405 of the National Security Act of 1947, 
added by amendment of 1949 (5 U. S. C. 172), authorized the Sec- 
retary of Defense to require the establishment of working capital 
funds to finance inventories and to provide working capital for in- 
dustrial-type and commercial-type activities. The purpose of those 
funds is to provide a means of effectively controlling and accounting 
for the cost of programs and work performed, to provide adequate, 
accurate, and current cost data, and to facilitate the most economical 
administration and operation of the military departments. Costs of 
operation of industrial and commercial type activities are paid from 
these funds using standard commercial practices for the distribution 
of direct and indirect costs to jobs in progress. If retroactive wage 
increases were granted under this legislation, labor costs for jobs that 
have been completed and paid for in the period during which a wage 
survey was in progress would have been understated. The amount of 
the retroactive wage increases would have to be lodged inaccurately 
in the costing process and would not be recoverable under normal 


aad 
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billing procedure. This would tend partially to defeat the purpose 
of section 405 of the National Security Act of 1947, as amended. 

A different and more basic problem arises from the scope of wage 
adjustments covered by this legislation. The bill as drafted provides 
only that an increase in rates of basic compensation be made effective 
on a retroactive basis. This proposition disregards wage decreases. 
If prevailing wage rates are to be followed it must be assumed that 
wages also may decrease. It is even quite probable that rates for 
certain occupations may decrease while others increase in the same 
area. Logically, therefore, if the principle of previously rates is 
carried out the bill should apply equally to wage increases or 
decreases. 

Another aspect on the finance side of the picture is that all prior 
payrolls for the pay periods concerned with retroactivity must be 
reexamined and recomputed. 

In view of the fact that there are collectively several hundred labor 
market areas in which Federal wage-board workers are employed, the 
computation of upward revisions retroactively would be both time 
consuming and costly to the Government. In the Department of 
Defense approximately 350 area-wage schedules were issued col- 
lectively by the three military departments during fiscal year 1957. 
Some of these affected a small number of employees; others affected 
many thousands. 

The presumed logic for-this bill is that the Government’s employees 
should be entitled to the wage increases which industry’s employees 
get at approximately the same time they are granted in private in- 
dustry and that, since it takes time to collect the data, analyze it, 
discuss and prepare a wage schedule, and promulgate the wage sched- 
ule, there needs to be a retroactive feature to cover the period of the 
delay. 

The simple logic and surface equity of this becomes less convinc- 
ing, however, when one considers the actualities of how a wage 
survey is conducted and how a wage schedule is derived from it. 

The Department of the Navy and the Army-Air Force (the Army 
and Air Force have a combined wage board) either singly or jointly 
order a wage survey for a labor market area when there are 
indications that private industry’s wages in that area have changed 
significantly. 

Since industry wage negotiations usually have a recognized time 
pattern, this has come to mean on a practical basis that wage surveys 
are conducted in any given area at about the same time annually: 
that is, after industry’s negotiations have been completed. 

A wage committee, made up of activity representatives appointed 
by commanding officers, is formed in each area, and as many data col- 
lectors are appointed as this committee considers needed to do the fact- 
finding part of the survey. The data collection group is usually made 
up largely of artisans and trade supervisors. The data collectors 
are given sufficient training by technicians to assure that proper 
methods and practices will be used in gathering wage information. 

Lists of companies and occupations to be surveyed are posted for 
at least 10 days prior to start of data collection in order that em- 
plovees and organized groups may have the opportunity to request ad- 
ditions or deletions and to justify them before the area wage survey 
committee. The committee also holds hearings before, during, and 
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after the fact-finding part of the survey with such individuals or 
groups and with representatives from private industry who may have 
protests regarding some phase of the survey or comparability of jobs. 

Issues such as job comparability and questionable wage information 
are checked and clarified by the committee, many times by reinvesti- 
gations within companies. . 

Once data collection has been completed and the various issues re- 
solved a full report is prepared by the committee and forwarded to 
Washington. 


Unresolved issues are also forwarded for action by the respective 


agencies. 

“When the information reaches Washington the wage-fixing repre- 
sentatives for the respective Departments review the material and 
compute tentative wage schedules. In the Navy the proposed sched- 
ule and complete editing information for the larger, heavily populated 
areas are presented to the Navy Wage Committee for further con- 
sideration and review. 

This committee is made up of 1 member from district No. 44 of the 
International Association of Machinists, AFL—CIO, 1 member of the 
metal trades department of the AFL-CIO, 2 Navy members from 
the Office of Industrial Relations, 1 the chairman and 1 the executive 
secretary, and 1 Navy member representing the bureau having the 
largest activity in the area concerned. 

The members are appointed by the Secretary of the Navy and act 
as an advisory group to the Secretary. 

Following decisions by the respective departments the wage sched- 
ules are coordinated and promulgated. 

It might be well to point out that even after the wage data have been 
submitted to the departments by the area-wage committee, wage 
changes in companies which have been surveyed are incorporated so 
long as this can be done without unreasonably delaying a wage 
schedule. . 

Therefore, the date the survey was ordered has no real significance 
with respect to the validity of the wage information collected. If 
S. 25 were enacted, it would no longer be proper to incorporate any 
changes which might take place after the statutory effective date had 
passed. 

It may be clarifying also, to point. out that industry averages are 
equated against a second-step rate, which for the Navy is the middle 
step of 3, and for the Army and the Air Force, the second of 4 steps. 

Since employees automatically progress with service into the third 
step, in a period of stable employment like the present the average 
rate is somewhere between the second and the third steps. There is, 
therefore, some cushion within the pay system to compensate for the 
unavoidable delays between wage surveys and the resultant wage 
schedules. 

In addition, there are various aspects of Federal wage-board em- 
ployment besides the precise pay level relative to indastey at the 
precise moment which might be considered. 

I am referring to benefits such as leave and retirement which are 
generally considered somewhat. better in the Government than in 
private industry, The existence of whatever short-term pay lag that 
this bill endeavors to correct still leaves the Government a good 
employer. 
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I do not intend to imply that we should encourage any lag in wage 
schedules. I think that wage surveys should be conducted and wage 
schedules developed with all reasonable dispatch. I do not believe, 
however, that there has been any lag in the development of wage 
schedules sufficiently great to put us in danger of getting out of that 
essential band of rates which can be identified as reasonably approxi- 
mating the prevailing rates in an area. As long as this is true, I do 
not believe that there is any need for retroactivity in our wage 
schedules. 

We have every desire to treat our employees fairly and well and to 
pay them equitable wages; and I think the Department of Defense 
has done so. We do not believe that fairness requires this retroactiv- 
ity provision; and we do believe it would entail much too large a 
sacrifice of our efficiency in carrying out our basic missions. 

I believe it should be pointed out that increases to wage-board em- 
ployees have come with reasonable regularity over the past few years. 

For example, in the areas of Boston, San Francisco, San Diego, 
Seattle, and Jacksonville, starting in 1952 there have been no fewer 
than 6 new wage schedules, and as many as 8 issued for wage-board 
employees. 

or such occupations as machinist, electrician, pipefitter, and sheet- 
metal worker, the increases range from 34.4 percent of the 1951 rate 
in Boston to 49.7 percent in Jacksonville—a general average of 38.8 
percent. It ak, appear from these figures that the Government 
has tried to be fair in wage treatment of its employees. 

The undesirable features of a continuing situation in which retro- 
activity of pay is involved would make it incumbent upon the agencies 
to do everything possible to avoid such a situation. The Department 
of Defense feels that many good features which have been built up 
over the years may have to be streamlined out of existence in order 
to avoid back-wage payments. For example, participation by artisans 
in wage-data collection, the posting of occupations and companies to 
be surveyed, hearings by an area-wage committee, and careful check- 
ing and rechecking to determine validity of data, these and other fea- 
tures to which employees have become accustomed may have to be 
changed drastically. 

In addition, the functions of the Navy Wage Committee may have 
to be curtailed to insure that excessive time is not consumed in re- 
view and recheck of data or in other deliberations on proposed 
schedules. 

Even if all of these changes were made, however, a quality job must 
be done in the best interests of the employee, private industry, and 
the Government. In some cases, even at the best, with all of this 
streamlining, situations at times could not but require retroactive pay- 
ment. A wage survey is a tremendous undertaking and requires 
careful planning and execution if it is to be considered valid and 
de adiiie 


in summary, the Department of Defense does not consider that the 
retroactive pay provisions of S. 25 are necessary to provide fair wages 
for its employees or to permit a satisfactory, reasonable, and practical 
application of a locality rate principle. 
n the other hand, the application of the proposed provisions 
would seriously increase costs, prevent accurate budgeting and timely 
accounting, force heavier reductions in force and furloughs, introduce 
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additional complexities into wage administration, possibly cause par- 
ticipation by employees to be lost and probably be productive of more 
rather than fewer disputes about wages. 

Therefore, the Department of Defense recommends against passage 
of S. 25. 

If, however, the Congress should determine that S. 25 is practical 
and desirable, the Department of Defense considers the wording de- 
ficient in two important aspects. 

For example, “* * * the date on which such survey was ordered to 
be made” should be precise in order that no misunderstanding exist. 

In discussions held by some agencies they have considered this to 
mean the date a letter is signed announcing a survey will be conducted. 
Others have considered the wording to mean the date the first data 
collection call is made. Still others have considered this may mean 
the date on area wage survey committee holds its first meeting to plan 
the survey. The Department of Defense has assumed that the date 
on which data collection starts was intended. 

Secondly, in some areas the military departments base their wage 
schedules on data collected by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. In 
some cases the data are supplemental to that collected by the de- 
partment concerned. This practice is followed to avoid duplicate 
surveys in a given area, The Bureau of Labor Statistics consults 
with the Department of Defense on scheduling in these areas but De- 
fense has no real control over the date a survey is ordered or time con- 
sumed in the survey. Since BLS surveys are conducted for purposes 
other than wage fixing, the rate of progression is slower than that of 
a wage survey conducted for the purpose of wage determination alone. 
If S. 25 is interpreted as applying in such cases, the Department of De- 
fense would frequently be faced with retroactive adjustments of up 
to several months. In still other cases data collected by agencies other 
than BLS are used and the same situation would exist. 

A statement that the law would not apply in such cases might be 
in order, or at least a statement that the statutory effective date would 
be 30 days after the date the wage-survey data are made available to 
the agency concerned. 

While the Department of Defense is opposed to the bill in its en- 
tirety, it is considered vital that there be clarification as indicated 
above in order that there be no doubt of the bill’s intent and in order 
that the agencies may do all in their power to carry out such law 
properly, if enacted. 

I might say in supplement, Mr. Chairman, that I think that we 
are sensitive to the natural desire, and I think a justifiable desire, to 
have legislation of this character. The difficulty, however, as I see it, 
is in the somewhat rigid financial framework within which the Depart- 
ment works and the care with which the Department tries to get at 
the facts. 

Also the facts in area wage surveys are not easy black and white 
facts that can be picked up by untrained and inexperienced people. 
It is of necessity a long process. Although contrary to some of the 
suggestions made earlier this morning, we find that our average is 
about 4 months rather than the 6 or 9 months that one of the gentlemen 
mentioned, 

So that given the fact that it is a long process, and given the fact 
that we do work within a very rigid financial framework, a bill of 
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this sort, I think, not only would be administratively very costly, as 
well as costly on the basis of back pay, but it might result in the 
even worse misfortune of having to live within certain appropriation 
limits. 

And, therefore, it might cause reductions in force that we do not 
want to and would not want to indulge in. 

Mr. Davis. I, of course, can see the problem which it presents to 
your Department, Mr. Secretary. 

I wend like to ask you some questions about some of the matters 
covered in your statement. 

On page 4 I think you do put your finger on the reason for this 
legislation. 

You say there: 

The presumed logic for this bill is that the Government’s employees should 
be entitled to the wage increases which industry’s employees get at approxi- 
mately the same time they are granted in private industry. 

That is the purpose of the legislation, and seems to present a 
logical objective to me. Certainly the Government employees should 
be entitled to an increase, as private industry employees are entitled 
to it. Just what is the reason why it takes, as you say, an average 
of 4 months to get this data and act upon it ? 

Mr. Jackson. I think I could give you a rough answer, but per- 
haps Admiral Cronin could give it to you in more detail and with 
more clarity than I could. 

So I will defer to him. 

Mr. Davis. I will be glad to have the admiral give us that infor- 
mation. 

Admiral Crontn. When it is determined that a wage survey should 
be made, Mr. Chairman, because of information that the wages in 
the area in private industry have changed, then a fairly lengthy 
process is put into motion. 

Mr. Davis. First, let me ask you this: Whose responsibility is it 
to keep up with that question ? 

Admiral Crontn. In the Navy we have area wage and classifica- 
tion offices in the field which keep us informed as to wage trends in 
the area, sir. 

Mr. Davis. It is pretty well known whenever employees in private 
industry get a wage increase, isn’t it? 

Admiral Cronty. Yes, sir; and we try to match our annual sur- 
veys so that we will have them come just after a negotiation in a 
particular area. ; 

Mr. Davis. We have had statements this morning from two repre- 
sentatives from the San Francisco area. Could you take that as an 
illustration and tell us how you function or how you did function, 
for instance, in the San Francisco area with reference to wage 
increases ? 

Mr. Jackson. May I interpolate, Mr. Chairman, just one thought? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Jackson. In our surveys, the ground plan of the survey is an 
average of rates of a whole area. 

Mr. Davis. What constitutes an area? 

Mr. Jackson. That is determined, I believe, largely on what is the 
industrial complex, the central industrial complex, let us say, of a 
metropolitan area to which you could commute. 
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You would draw a line around more or less the commutation area 
of the metropolitan complex. That is just. a rough sketch of the 
criteria. 

Mr. Davis. Ordinarily what territory would be included in that 
area in square miles ? 

Admiral Cronin. The San Francisco Bay area is the general area 
that we are talking about. That, would include the San Francisco 
Naval Shipyard and all the activities in that commuting area. 

Mr. Jackson. So, you are dealing with a whole complex of indus- 
tries and not just one. There might | be a whole series of wage changes 
in it, you see. 

Mr. Davis. Can you illustrate what you mean by that? 

Admiral Cronty. This particular area covers the counties of San 
Francisco, San Mateo, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, southern por- 
tions of Marin and Napa Counties, and the northern portion of Santa 
Clara County. That would be that San Francisco area. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you. 

Admiral Cronry. When the survey is ordered, an area wage survey 
committee is formed 

Mr. Davis. What prompts the survey, Admiral ? 

Admiral Cronin. The Office of Industrial Relations in the case of 
the Navy, sir. And this is similar in the case of the Army and Air 
Force. 

Mr. Davis. I mean what facts would prompt a survey ? 

Admiral Cronin. A knowledge that the major industries in the 
area have changed their wages. We try to have the survey come ap- 
proximately once a year, with full-scale surveys and wage-change 
surveys being conducted in alternate years based on information we 
get each year concerning changes in industry; so that every year we 
have a full-scale survey or an up-to-dating of the previous year’s in- 
formation from private industry in each area. That is our objective, 
sir. 

Mr. Davis. Just take up there and proceed with what the mechanics 
are, 

Admiral Cronin. When the survey is ordered to be made, again in 
the case of the Navy—and the Army and Air Force arrangements are 
similar—a wage committee is set up. The area is looked at again to 
see if there should be any changes. 

Mr. Davis. That is not a permanent wage committee? You set 
it up each time ? 

Admiral Crontn, Yes, sir; a local committee is set up each time; 
that is, in the case of the Navy. 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Admiral Cronry. The committee meets, and data collectors are 
appointed. 

Mr. Davis. How long does it take to set up that committee ? 

Admiral Crontn. It does not take very long to set it up. It is. just 
a matter of instructions to the field. 

Mr. Davis. A day or a week or just about how long? 

Admiral Cronin. I would say about a week, sir, normally. 

Then the employee organizations are given an opportunity to make 
any comments that they have in regard ‘to the size of the area, indus- 
tries to be surveyed, and any matters that they wish to bring up with 
the committee. 
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The companies are then posted. 

Mr. Davis. How long does that take? 

Admira] Cronin. May I ask Mr. Gardner ? 

Mr. Garpner. Those lists are posted for 10 days—lists of companies 
and occupations to be surveyed. 

Admiral Cronrn. Then the data collection starts. 

In the case of the San Francisco survey, we also at the same time, 
as was indicated by one of the Congressmen who testified this morn- 
ing, worked with the Bureau of Labor Statistics people who were 
collecting data at the same time. 

The data collection in that case took about 1 month. 

Mr. Garpner. It would be longer than that, Admiral, because we 
had to go back and get additional information. The survey was 
started—that is, for the data collection part of it—the 12th of August 
of 1957. 

The effective date of the schedule was December 7, 1957. And the 
effective date follows 2 weeks’ minimum after the date the schedule 
is signed. 

Mr. Davis. Let me see if I understand you now. 

You began to collect data in August 1957. You collected it and 
set up a new wage schedule effective as of December 1957. 

Mr. Garpner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. That takes about 3 months, then ? 

Mr. Garpner. That was 4 months, sir. 

Mr. Davis. What is there about this work that would require 4 
months? 

Admiral Cronin. After the data are collected locally and the com- 
mittee goes over the data and determines 

Mr. Davis. How long does it take to collect the data ? 

Mr. Garpner. It usually takes from 2 weeks to a month to get all 
of the data collected. 

In an area like San Francisco, this is complicated as we find more 
agencies involved. In this case, of course, we had the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics which goes in to get not only wage information but 
all other kinds of information. Their surveys usually stretch out over 
a longer period of time because they are more comprehensive. 

Mr. Davis. Does your wage committee function at the same time 
that the Bureau of Labor Statistics functions, or do they quit and 
let the Bureau of Labor Statistics function and then begin their work 
again 

Mr. Garpner. That works both ways, Mr. Chairman. 

In some cases the area wage survey ¢ommittee is functioning at 
the same time, and in other cases the Bureau of Labor Statistics will 
gather information, and then we will start what we call an auxiliary 
survey later. : 

For example, let us consider the area surrounding metropolitan 
New York. We have a very large military wage area there. Part of 
that area is covered by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, part of it 
is not, so, we would have the committee actually working less time than 
what the Bureau of Labor Statistics would be operating. In other 
cases they work simultaneously. 

Mr. Davis. What kind of liaison does your wage committee have 
with the Bureau of Labor Statistics to get them in the area and begin 
their collection of information ? 
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Mr. Garpner. The plans are checked out usually once a year in a 
meeting the Bureau of Labor Statistics people wherein we try to 
set up the pattern for the year. The Bureau of Labor Statistics 
surveys some 17 areas. They used to survey more; now they are 
surveying only 17. 

Those are usually the large areas such as San Francisco, Phila- 
delphia, and so forth. We get together with BLS and plan the times. 
Where possible, it is planned that there will be data collectors from 
the Department of Defense who will work with the data collectors from 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Once a survey begins, they have a 
day-to-day check with each other. 

ut within the area, the area wage committee works with the repre- 
sentative of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. They are touching base 
at all times. 

Mr. Davis. What is the method by which these data collectors get 
this information? Do they have hearings and invite representatives 
to come and testify at those hearings, or do they go to the offices of 
private industry and gather information by a personal visit to the 
private industry in question? Just how is that operated ? 

Mr. Garpner. First, Mr. Chairman, a letter is sent out to the firm, 
usually signed by the commanding officer of the largest activity in that 
area, asking for the firm’s cooperation and stating that a data col- 
lector will call upon them some time in the near future. 

Then the team assignments are made to data collectors. They usu- 
ally work in teams of 2; 1 to ask questions and 1 to record. 

These data collectors on their own then, by telephone advise a com- 
pany that they would like to get an appointment to come in and check 
the information that the company has. 

When they go into a company, they usually talk with the personnel 
director and go from there to other knowledgeable points about the 
plant to get their data. They usually work first from payroll infor- 
mation, then go out into the plant as necessary to check the compara- 
bility of jobs. 

They talk to supervisors, to the extent necessary, depending upon 
the need specific and the questions that come up on comparability. 
But they do it all by visit and by questioning. 

Mr. Davis. About how long does it take to cover one private 
concern ? 

Mr. GarpNer. Usually it is possible in the smaller firms to cover 
as many as three a day. 

In the larger firms, it may be necessary to spend 2 or even 3 days in 
1 firm. 

In the middle-sized firms, it comes down to about 1 a day to 2 a day. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Corsert. I do not want to oversimplify this. But when a wage 
survey has been made, when comparability has been determined, why 
is it impossible to not arrive at a formula which would be usable time 
after time? 

In other words, you have gone through all of this; you have been 
as careful as possible; you have established comparability ; now, when 
you are all through, you are not going to be exactly right at any 
time—probably not. So, I am wondering why this is repeated every 
year or perhaps every 6 months? 
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I am wondering why certain touchstones could not be established, 
and when those things happen, there be decisions made ? 

Would that be too simple for the Government or not ? 

Mr. Jackson. No, I don’t believe so, Mr. Congressman. 

Your difficulty there is because of changing job content both in the 
Government and in industry in the jobs that are being done by the 
private firms and indeed the jobs being done by the Government. 
Job content may differ quite appreciably from 1 year to another. 

Mr. Corserr. Certainly recognizing that that could happen, here 
you have got a body of men and women somewhere who are constantly 
studying this sort of thing; now we recognize that in the printing in- 
dustry in the city they will have one wage rate and outside in the sub- 
urban areas it is different. 

And it is different for every classification in the industry. But 
here you have electricians getting so much; you have mechanics get- 
ting so much; you have painters and carpenters and this and that, and 
the other thing getting somuch. And it seems to me that though there 
would be an error; it would be a very small error when handled by 
experienced people who have the right to make a decision, even if that 
decision has to be reviewed. 

In our State even something as complicated as fixing utility rates— 
they go back to the consumer and make adjustments. They make a 
guess to start with. And if there is an adjustment to be made there- 
after, they make it regardless of how small the return to the consumer 
is, or regardless of how small the additionai charge may be. 

I just feel that if we all recognized the need for a speedup in this 
area, whether it is retroactive or not—and I can see that that is not 
the very best answer—but certainly if in the field at least in a given 
area someone out there had the decision to make an adjustment and 
then let them survey it afterward—I have no interest in this except 
seeing that justice is done. And nobody wants to handicap the budget 
of any of the departments, because we recognize how diflicult that is 
to work out. 

Mr. Jackson. I will defer to Admiral Cronin on that. 

That is a very interesting question. I can see some difficulties in it. 
But I think his more intimate technical knowledge might give you a 
better answer. 

Admiral Cronin. I think it would be desirable to have a review— 
I believe that is what the chairman was pursuing—to indicate how 
extensive a job it is, after the data comes into Washington, to sort it 
out, and show how many samples we get on a large survey which 
must be looked at very carefully and lined up so that we make sure 
our various levels of employment and various levels of employees, 
are assigned the proper wage. 

It is a rather complex job that does take quite some time. If I may, 
sir, I would like for Mr. Gardner to give you a little more detail on 
that, sir. 

Mr. Jackson. I think Mr. Corbett’s question was directed at a 
slightly different area. 

Mr. Corsetr. Yes. 

Mr. Jackson. It is that you establish a job content and a job com- 
parability one year, and then next year if there is a wage movement in 
the territory, you make an immediate adjustment and survey it later? 

Mr. Corserr. Correct. 
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Mr. Jackson. One of the difficulties I would see in that, Mr. Cor- 
bett, is that perhaps even the employees themselves would object to a 
meme wars abe yt of the findings that have been made the year 
before. 

In other words, that business of job comparability is a vital and a 
burning issue every time you get into this act. 

Mr. Corserr. All right. But I am sure you have an understand- 
ing—I would rather have the dispute and the surveys happen after 
the adjustment rather than before, if it can be done. 

Mr. Jackson. I would have to think that one but. 

I can see lots of potential headaches in it. 

Mr. Corserr. Yes; there are bound to be some. 

But if it is the attitude of everybody, the Congress, the people that 
are paying the bill, the departments that are doing the hiring, andthe 
people that are working, to do what is right, if someone were empow- 
ered in the area to make a decision governed by certain standards and 
factors, then that could be reviewed; and if it is found to be very 
much out of line, all right, correct. it. 

If it is not very much out of line, I do not think we should be too 
concerned about some little complaint that might matter a penny or 
two. 

Mr. Jackson. That would be all right if your adjustment was below 
what your survey found. But in the converse situation, I am not so 
sure. 

Mr. Corserr. Well, that, agam—and I recognize what the gentle- 
man says is normally true—but with our increased ability to under- 
stand each other, I just think that those problems are not insurmount- 
able any more. We have to take adjustments on other things. I - 
believe that would cause less proper criticism than what has been 
going on. 

Mr. Jackson. I think, sir, everyone is impatient of delay, particu- 
larly in an area of this sort. But we feel that we are charged with 
the responsibility of seeing to it we get as accurate an answer as we 
possibly can in what is essentially a very complex field of inquiry. 

Mr. Corsert. If you take 4 to 6 months to get an answer, then you 
are 4 to 6 months automatically wrong. You have lost that much pay. 

Mr. Jackson. That argument would apply to any delay in any 
decision, Mr. Corbett. 

Mr. Corserr. Yes. A short delay would not be serious. Even the 
authors of this bill recognize that. 

But that is a penalty; if they are entitled to $5 more a month, it is 
a penalty of $20 to $30. It is inaccurate from that point of view. 
The longer you take to be accurate, the more inaccurate you really 
are, because they have suffered the lack of money. 

Mr. Jackson. We feel the fringe benefits plus the benefit of step 
in grade give a cushion that tends to soften that particular blow. Ad- 
miral Cronin would like to talk on that. 

Admiral Crontn. Mr. Corbett, I do not know whether you realize 
it or not, but while the survey is in process, while we are studying a 
aa matter both in the field and in the Department, while we are 
making arrangements to arrive at the right answer—and as the Sec- 
retary says, it is a very complicated process—we do feed into the data 
any changes which are made in the area during that time which are 
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significant; so that we are not behind—well, if it is 4 months, we 
are not that far behind in our data. 

Mr. Corserr. Isn’t it true particularly in areas like that that your 
wages are adjusted pretty much annually by negotiation between the 
unions and the likelthood of changes occurring during the survey are 
not too frequent ? 

Admiral Cronin. We do feed in quite a few, sir. 

Mr. Corsert. That is on the good side, of course. But what would 
the gentlemen who are experienced in this suggest, then, as a way to 
cut down this 4 to 6 months business? If that 1s wrong, what can we 
do about it? 

Admiral Crontn. We cannot do it without taking some shortcuts. 
Perhaps we will not have a very big margin of error if we do that. 

But we have tried to get the answer that we come up with to 
be representative of the area being surveyed. In the Navy we 
have a wage committee, as the Secretary indicated, on which we have 
representatives from international unions; and even in the committee, 
after the data has been sifted and sorted and we think we have the 
right answer from our technicians, we frequently have discussions and 
arguments about comparability and the type of jobs that have been 
surveyed. And we go back for additional data as a result of some of 
these questions that come up. All of those things are pointed toward 
getting an answer which will be acceptable to our employees. 

and as the Secretary indicated, there is a possibility that if we 
have the retroactive wage situation we may have to adopt some short- 
cuts and take a quicker way of getting at the answer than we do now. 

I hope that if we do, it will not be inaccurate. 
‘ Mr. Corserr. Then you say—and it obviously would follow—that 
if the impact of retroactive payments were upon you, you would then 
shorten this 4 months just as much as you could. 

Admiral Crontn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Corserr. Why don’t we do that anyhow and not have the retro- 
active aspect ? 

Admiral Crontn. I think, as the Secretary indicated, sir, we would 
not have the degree of acceptance that we have now with the result 
that we get from our surveys. 

In other words, if we used only technicians to do the surveying, 
and if we used our technical people in Washington to come up with the 
answers and did not allow others to have a good look at survey find- 
ings, using the union members to—or at least allowing them to make 
their comments on it—I think we might have some less degree of 
acceptance than we have at the present time. 

Mr. Davis. Would it be practical for you to begin your data collec- 
tion and your survey at the same time that private industry and the 
union representatives are carrying on their negotiations ? 

Mr. Jackson. I would suppose, Mr. Chairman, that would be some- 
what difficult. 

As I understand the theory of the law, the basic law as we have it 
now, I am not sure that it would be consistent with it in this respect: 
That it is not the Government’s function to lead the parade in this 
sort of business, but to see what the situation stabilizes down to after 
wage negotiations goes on. 

Now if we carried on wage surveys at the time of negotiation of 
wages in industry, I would say that we would be indulging pretty 
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much in a futile exercise. We would not have the facts then that 
we could get later when we went in. 

Mr. Davis. You could determine the comparability of the job, 
couldn’t you ? 

Mr. Jackson. That might be so. 

Mr. Davis. While it is being done, that is? 

You could gather data on many of the things that you have been 
referring to in your testimony here this morning, which, of course, 
is a time-consuming project. 

And you could leave open the question of the actual rate of pay. 
Wouldn’t that simplify it? 

Mr. Jackson. That is an interesting suggestion, Mr. Chairman, 
one that I would like to think through. 

Mr. Davis. If that is practical, it seems to me that that would be one 
method of eliminating quite a bit of delay in reaching the final con- 
clusion here. 

You would not have to make any move at all with reference to raising 
the pay. But you could get all this preliminary data collected and get 
all that out of the way, which looks to me like it would bring down this 
lag quite a bit. 

Admiral Cronty. Mr. Chairman, we do that in effect on our alter- 
nate years where we just look at the wage changes, having studied 
comparability the year before. 

I agree with you, sir, that that would help considerably in cutting 
down the time. 

Mr. Davis. It struck me that if that is practical, that ought to elimi- 
nate quite a lot of delay. 

Do you have any further questions, Mr. Corbett ? 

Mr. Corserr. No. 

Mr. Davis. Did you gentlemen have anything further that you 
wanted to present ¢ 

Mr. Jackson. No. 

Mr. Davis. I would like to ask you one question, Mr. Secretary. 

You referred in your statement to a cushion within the pay system 
to compensate for unavoidable delays. I wish you would illustrate just 
what you mean by that. 

Mr. Jackson. Well, sir, let us say that the wage of a given person 
is a dollar—say that is found to be the average wage in the area 
for that individual, and for that type of work that he does. If he 
is starting out in the Navy or indeed in the Army and Air Force, 
he would be paid at a percentage below that figure. In other words, 
in the Navy, it is 96 percent of it; so he would get 96 cents. 

- After he passes beyond a certain time in grade, he will come up to 
$1.04. How many years of satisfactory service is that? 

Admiral Cronrn. Six months from the first to second step, and 
then 18 months from second to third. 

Mr. Jackson. Six and eighteen months. 

So, the greater number of our employees are in that third step. 
Therefore, when a wage survey is made, he does have a cushion above 
the area average theretofore subsisting, you see, of 4 cents. 

Dr. Davis. You mean he is already getting more than the private-in- 
dustry employee ¢ 

Mr. Jackson. He gets it built into his basic wage, yes. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much. 
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I appreciate having you give us this information this morning, 
gentlemen. 

Mr. Jackson. Mr. Willey, I believe, would like to make one addi- 
tional statement, if it is permissible. 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Wiitry. In line with the comments that have been made by 
Mr. Corbett and the Secretary, I think we ought to state that the 
Department of Defense is making studies to see how it can reduce the 
survey time. Iam sure, in view of your comments, we will want to look 
at the suggestions you have made. This is something we study as a 
matter of current practice. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much. 

The General Services Administration is represented by Mr. Phil 
W. Jordan, assistant to the administrative assistant to the Admin- 
istrator. Do you have someone with you? 

Mr. Jorpan. Yes, sir. Mr. H. Richard McCamant, Director of Per- 
sonnel; Mr. Harold Suskin, Chief of our Job Evaluation and Wage 
Administration Branch; and Mr. J. M. Macomber, our Associate 
General Counsel. 

Mr. Davis. We will be glad to have your statement. 


STATEMENT OF PHIL W. JORDAN, ASSISTANT TO THE ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE ASSISTANT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY RICHARD McCAMANT, DI- 
RECTOR OF PERSONNEL; HAROLD SUSKIN, CHIEF, JOB EVALUA- 
TION AND WAGE CLASSIFICATION; AND J. H. MACOMBER, 
ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 


Mr. Jorpan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I am 
Phil W. Jordan, assistant administrative assistant to the Administra- 
tor of General Services. We appreciate the opporunity to testify at 
today’s hearings on Senate bill 5. 25, relating to the effective dates of 
increases in compensation granted to wage-board employees. 

The General Services Administration has 15,000 wage-board em- 
ployees, which number represents approximately 55 percent of our 
total employment of around 27,500. Thus we are particularly in- 
terested in this legislation and its effect on our operations. 

The bill under discussion is designed to effect these wage increases, 
originating from a wage survey, retroactive to a date not later than 
the first day of the first pay period which begins on or after the 30th 
day following the date on which such survey was ordered to be made. 

Our present policy is to coordinate with other Federal agencies 
with wage-board employees in the same area in order to effect a 
new wage-rate schedule on a common date. Generally, our wage 
schedules are effective the first day of the pay period following pro- 
mulgation of a new schedule. 

We believe the existing practice more desirable than the procdure 
which the proposed legislation would establish. 

In GSA we are faced with a particularly compdex problem. We 
publish both a regular schedule and a custodial schedule of wage 
rates for each of approximately 150 labor market areas. Both sched- 
ules use wage data, which in the majority of instances are gathered 
by other Government agencies rather than by GSA. Therefore, the 
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date on which a wage survey is ordered may be difficult for us to 
determine. 

Our custodial schedule represents a cross section of industrial and 
nonindustrial wage rates. In the interest of economy, and to avoid 
duplicate Government contacts with private industry, we do not. make 
wage surveys of industrial firms; instead, we use wage data gathered 
by the Department of Defense from industrial establishments. This 
data is combined with nonindustrial rates that are being used in office 
buildings, banks, hospitals, and other nonmanufacturing firms. This 
latter wage information is gathered during surveys made by the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, Veterans’ Administration, General Services Administration 
itself, or other sources. 

Therefore, our custodial schedule is made up of data gathered dur- 
ing two or more separate and distinct wage surveys by different 
Government agencies. Accordingly, it would be particularly difficult 
to select any valid single date on which we could say that our cus- 
todial wage schedule survey was ordered to be made. 

Also, under the proposed legislation, it would be difficult for us to 
consistently adopt the same effective date for the two schedules. This 
problem would arise when the nonindustrial survey used by GSA is 
ordered prior to the industrial survey which we use. 

Since we have employees under both schedules, working in the same 
labor market areas, any variation in the effective dates of the two 
schedules would undoubtedly create a problem of employer morale. 

Passage of this bill would create problems in the accounting and 
billing for job order work. Section 210 (f) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended (Public Law 
§22, 82d Cong., July 12, 1952), authorized GSA to finance reimburs- 
able services for other agencies out of a revolving fund (the buildings 
management fund) and requires that the work be accounted for by 
the usual commercial practice. 

Retroactive wage increases would require expensive recomputation 
of prior costs and supplemental billings or would distort current costs. 
In any event, the proposed retroactive wage increases would seriously 
interfere with the careful estimating essential to the control of revolv- 
ing fund operations under standard commercial practice. 

A similar situation exists with respect to motor pools financed by 
the general supply fund in accordance with section 211 of the Federal 
Property Act (Public Law 766, approved September 1, 1954). The 
same difficulties would exist with respect to amounts recoverable from 
other agencies. In addition, maintenance of the accurate costs re- 
quired by section 211 (f), in order to demonstrate whether motor pools 
should be continued or discontinued, would be seriously jeopardized. 

In summary, the General Services Administration does not favor 

assage of S. 25 because of the administrative difficulties which would 
encountered in fixing the date on which a survey is ordered to be 
made and in preserving the common effective date for our two wage 
schedules; and because the application of the proposed provisions 
would prevent timely and accurate accounting. 

That is all we had, Mr. Chairman. We will be glad to answer 
any questions that you gentlemen may care to ask. 

Mr. Davis. With reference to your statment that you published both 
a regular schedule and a custodial schedule of wage rates for each 
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of approximately 150 labor market areas, what is involved in the 
2 schedules; and why do you have 2 schedules? 

Mr. Jorpan. I believe Mr. Suskin who runs this program for us 
could give you a more detailed and accurate picture on that. 

Mr. Davis. Very well. 

Mr. Susxrn. Mr. Chairman, the General Services Administration 
employs two major categories of wage-board personnel. One con- 
sists of our skilled trades and crafts people—the plumbers, electricians, 
and other mechanics. The other category consists of a large number 
of people who are responsible for cleaning our buildings. They are 
the custodial cleaners, the elevator operators, and the other custodial- 
type employees. 

We found when we were setting up our wage-board system that 
the pay for these two categories was different in different types of 
industries. 

Mr. Davis. You mean a different rate of pay ? 

Mr. Susxrn. Different rates of pay exist in different categories. I 
think I can explain it best this way: Industrial and nonindustrial 
firms both pay about the same for a skilled worker. In other words, 
a carpenter working in a manufacturing plant gets paid about the 
same as a carpenter working in an office building. 

Mr. Davis. Is that the way you distinguish, or is that what you 
mean when you say industrial and nonindustrial firms ¢ 

Mr. Susxr1n. The latter is correct. 

Mr. Davis. You do not consider an office building an idustrial 
establishment ? 

Mr. Suskin. No, we consider it nonindustrial. 

We found that the idustrial or manufacturing firms pay rates sub- 
stantially different for custodial workers than the nonindustrial or 
nonmanufacturing firms. 

In other words, a janitor in a factory gets paid differently from a 
janitor doing the same thing in an office building. 

Mr. Davis. Why is that! 

Mr. Susxrn. It is an industry practice which has existed for many 
years. I think it is made up of a number of factors. The union sit- 
uation has a good deal to do with it. 

In other words, the janitor in an industrial plant is more apt to be 
a member of a union which has obtained wage increases for him, while 
you might not have unionization in your office buildings. 

When we found that there were these differences, we realized that 
we could not use only one type of data. We use the Department of 
Defense rates to assure consistency and uniformity for our respective 
trades and crafts people. 

We use Department of Defense rates also because we do not want to 
make duplicate surveys. It would waste manpower; and it would 
mean going to the same industrial firm several times. Since the De- 
partment of Defense is already gathering this data, they have been 
god enough to make it available to us. 

However, we needed data for office buildings and other nonindus- 
trial firms. We arranged with the Bureau of Labor Statistics to use 
their data. We have a cooperative arrangement with the Veterans’ 
Administration, and the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare to conduct supplemental wage surveys and gather this nonindus- 
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trial data which we then consolidate with the Department. of Defense 
industrial data and come up with our custodial wage schedule, 

Mr. Davis. What is your practice now ? 

Mr. Jordan stated in one place in his statement that to follow the 
provisions of this bill would create a morale problem between your 
two classes of employees. 

Mr. Susxrn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Because of a difference in effective date of the two 
schedules. 

Mr. Susxr1n. That is right. 

Mr. Davis. Do you have any such problem now ? 

Mr. Susxrn. No, sir. 

Mr. Davis. How do you take care of it now ? 

Mr. Susk1n. We now make the schedules effective at the same time 
the Department of Defense makes its schedule effective in that area. 

Mr. Jorpan. I believe to answer your question: When we publish 
our two schedules they are published simultaneously with the same 
effective date which generally speaking is the commencement of the 
pay period immediately igliouings the promulgation of the two 
schedules. 

Mr. Davis. You are referring now to your electricians, your car- 
penters, and people of that class, as being in one category, and your 
custodial employees as being in another category? And you pub- 
lished the new rate as it applies to both of them at the same date ? 

Mr. Jorpan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Why couldn’t you do that under this legislation ? 

Mr. Jorpan. At present the new schedules, when they are signed 
and approved, have an effective date which folllows the date of the 
promulgation of the two schedules. Therefore, we can select the 
commencement of the first pay period immediately thereafter as the 
effective date. 

This legislation ties the effective date to the commencement of a sur- 
vey. We would not have the same effective date for the wage increases 
unless the commencement date was the same for both of the surveys. 

Mr. Davis. What would prevent you from having a uniform date 
for the commencement of the survey ? 

Mr. Jorpan. Mr. Chairman, I can best answer that question by 
saying that it would not be within our control because the surveys 
which we utilize in establishing our rates are generally originated 
by other agencies. We would not have control of the date on which 
other agencies commenced the surveys. 

Mr. Davis. What would be the difficulty involved in having the 
same effective date if this legislation is involved; why would there 
be any greater difficulty under that than there is now under the 
existing practice? 

Mr. Jorpan. Because now the effective date is selected at the time 
the new rate is published; whereas, under this proposed legislation, 
the effective date would be set by the provisions of this legislation, 
which tie it down to a date not later than the first pay period which 
begins on or after the 30th day following the date on which such survey 
was ordered to be made. So, the effective date here is tied to the 
commencement—or rather it is tied to the ordering of the survey. 

Mr. Davis. Just dealing with this problem of employee morale, 
which you referred to in your statement, how is it you do not have 
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that problem now if there is a difference in effective dates of ordering 
surveys ? 

For instance, of carpenters and electricians and plumbers, if there 
is a different date ordering a survey of that category from the date of 
ordering a survey of custodial employees, how do you escape that 
employee morale problem now ? 

Mr. Jorpan. Mr. Suskin. 

Mr. Susxrn. These people work side by side. While it is true that 
one of the two surveys Involved may have been initiated before another, 
a wage adjustment is effected simultaneously for both of them; so that 
there is no inequity or injustice. 

If one of the two categories obtains a wage increase and not the 
other, this second category would be very upset. 

Mr. Davis. The injustice which you have now is that they must 
work at a rate lower than private industry for some 4 months—is it 
4 months in your agency ¢ 

Mr. Susx1n. The 4-month period usually covers our agency also— 
that is from the beginning of the survey to final issuance of the sched- 
ule. But as far as when the two surveys begin, there usually is a rela- 
tively brief period between them. It might be one pay period. It 
might be two pay periods. But there is not a large time gap. 

Mr. Davis. But whatever injustice exists now it exists to both cate- 
gories, and, therefore, one cannot complain about the other getting 
more than they do? 

Mr. Jorpan. That is right. 

Mr. Davis. How long a lag is there in your agency with reference 
to the establishment of a new wage rate as compared with private 
industry ¢ 

Mr. Susxrn. It takes us about a month to 3 months after rates are 
determined. 

Mr. Davis. You do not have as much as the Navy does? 

Mr. Susxrn. Ordinarily I think we would have the same lag as the 
Navy Department. 

Mr. Davis. They just told us, I believe, that theirs averages 
4 months. 

Mr. Susx1n. That is right. I believe the 4-month period covers 
the time from the initiation of the survey to the establishment of the 
schedule. 

The 30 to 90 days applies to the time we finish gathering the data 
until the time we actually publish the results of the survey. 

The question was: How far behind industry do we lag? 

Mr. Davis. That is right. 

Mr. Susxr1n. At such time as we know what industry rates are, we 
then are able to actually begin the computation of the schedule. 

From the time all of the returns are in until the time the schedule 
actually is printed, the interval varies from about 30 to 90 days. 

Mr. Davis. How much of a lag is there between the date on which 
an electrician in private industry would get an increased wage rate 
and the date on which your electrician would get an increased wage 
rate? 

Mr. Susxr1n. The 4 months figure would apply. 

Mr. Jorpan. Our wage schedules are tied in to the surveys of the 
Defense Department. We attempt to achieve a common date of ap- 
plicability or effective date in the same labor market area, looking at 
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all of Government as one employer. Therefore, we follow pretty 
well the same schedule that the Defense Department follows. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much. 

I appreciate your appearance, and thank you for the information. 

Mr. Jorpan. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Our next witness is Hon. Robert E. Merriam, Assistant 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Weare glad to have you with us, Mr. Merriam. 

Mr. Merriam. I have with me Mr. C. Spencer Platt, of our Office 
of Management and Organization, and Mr. William Wolfrey, of our 
Office of Budget Review. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT E. MERRIAM, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET; ACCOMPANIED BY C. SPENCER PLATT, 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION; AND WILLIAM 
WOLFREY, OFFICE OF BUDGET REVIEW 


Mr. Merrtam. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: 
I am happy to appear before you on behalf of Director Brundage to 
supplement the views expressed by the Department of Defense and 
the General Services Administration, which are the big employers of 
wage board personnel, on S. 25 and companion bills. 

S. 25 would make wage-board increases effective not later than the 
1st day of the 1st pay period which begins on or after the 30th day, 
exclusive of Saturdays and Sundays, following the date on which 
the wage survey was ordered to be made. 

The Bureau of the Budget is opposed to this bill. 

We agree that wage adjustments should be made as promptly as is 
consistent with the public interest. If there are undue delays they 
should be eliminated. However, this bill is not a good means to 
that end. 

The principal operating departments inform us that in many 
instances wage adjustments cannot be affected within the period speci- 
fied in S. 25. Many wage increases accordingly would be retroactive. 
Any retroactivity In wage adjustment causes problems; the frequent 
‘anid widespread retroactivity which we believe would be engendered 
by this bill would greatly complicate a number of the Government’s 
financial controls. 

Many wage-board employees are paid from annual appropriations 
which are available for many purposes and programs, while others 
are paid from revolving funds. With retroactive adjustments of 
wage board pay scales becoming a part of the normal Federal pattern, 
it would not be possible to make satisfactory budgetary plans for the 
use of appropriations nor to have an effective system of allotment 
contro] thereunder. This is true because the bill would have the 
effect of retroactively increasing the obligations previously incurred 
under appropriations and allotments. Under this legislation, any 
wage-board increase which required more than 6 weeks to be placed 
in effect could put the agency in the position of overobligating its 
available funds. 

This would be particularly cumbersome where the increases must 
be met out of prior fiscal year funds, or when the increase is approved 
too late in the fiscal year for the agency to adjust its budget plans. 
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Present law requires that obligated balances of annual appropria- 
tions be determined as of June 30, and unobligated balances written 
off. Therefore, such unobligated balances would have to be restored 
to pay the retroactive increases if the retroactive payments are con- 
sidered obligations against the appropriation current when the work 
was performed. In many cases the restoration provision would not 
take care of the situation because the unobligated balance written off 
would not be sufficient to cover the retroactive pay. <A possible al- 
ternative is that of charging such amounts to the new fiscal year, but 
this alternative would require another change in existing law, and if 
done, it would distort the costs for that year, thus creating a great deal 
of confusion in the appropriation process for both the executive agen- 
cies and the Congress. 

Let me illustrate the scope of the problem in one agency. The 
Veterans’ Administration employs more than 35,000 individuals under 
wage-board schedules, almost all of whom are paid from a single 
annual appropriation, “Inpatient care.” There are large numbers of 
wage areas involved since rates are determined for each local labor 
market and surveys are going on almost constantly. There would, in 
this one agency, be large numbers of retroactive adjustments covering 
a variety of employees and programs, and occurring throughout the 
entire fiscal year. This retroactivity would magnify the complica- 
tions in maintaining budgetary and cost controls. 

The retroactive feature would create a particularly difficult problem 
in the case of wage-board employees paid from revolving funds. 
There are large numbers of such employees in the General Services 
Administration and in the industrial establishments of the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

In these cases, all costs must be recovered by billing “customers”— 
the customers being usually other appropriations or other agencies. 
The administrative difficulties which will arise are immediately ap- 
parent when one considers the possibility of billing a customer a 
second time for work after he has paid what he though was the 
complete cost. There would be no authority to start using new wage 
rates as a basis for billing before they were approved and it would 
create problems of cash availability to withhold billings until the 
new rates were approved. 

Let me give you a more specific illustration. The GSA operates 
Government buildings all over the United States through its buildings 
management fund (a revolving fund). About 60 percent of the costs 
of this operation come from other appropriations made toGSA. But 
the other 40 percent is reimbursed by other agencies. This means 
that the effect of a retroactive pay increase would not only be felt in 
GSA, but would entail much extra paperwork and could create defi- 
ciencies in some appropriations in other agencies. The extra work 
created and the complexities which would arise under such circum- 
stances would be extensive. 

If the Congress did not approve deficiency appropriations for 
agencies who have no wage-board employees but are billed by the 
agency employing them, the revolving fund’s customers would not 
have the money with which to pay the bills and the capital of the 
fund would be impaired. This would defeat the very purpose 
which led Congress to approve such fvnds in the first place, namely, 
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that the costs of such operations be accurately determined and col- 
lected from those benefiting. 

The situation of wage-board employees has improved since this 
legislation was first proposed several years ago. It used to be that 
wage-board employees had to wait not only the time required to make 
a survey and analysis and to reach a conclusion, but also they might 
have had to wait as much as another 6 months because payment was 
often delayed until the Congress could act on a request for a supple- 
mental appropriation. To help correct this situation, last year we 
proposed, and the Congress adopted, section 210 of the General Gov- 
ernment Matters Appropriation Act for 1958, which authorizes the 
apportionment on a deficiency basis of any appropriation from which 
wage-board employees are paid if an increase has been granted. This 
means, in effect, that the agencies may accelerate the rate of obligation 
of their available appropriations to pay the increase pending enact- 
ment of supplemental funds. This should remove much of the 
grounds for complaint because employees can now receive their in- 
creased paychecks the first pay period after wage increases have been 
APDEV oe And, in our opinion, that is the proper time for increases 
to be effective. ; 

Last year’s action also reduced some of the paperwork. This pro- 
posed legislation, in this respect, would be a step backward in that 
it would require more paperwork than was eliminated last year. It 
would do so by causing many retroactive adjustments of obligations, 
more supplemental appropriations, and more disputes between agen- 
cies whenever reimbursements for retroactive pay increases are in- 
volved, to say nothing of the increased work involved in reanalyzing 
payroll data and recomputing each employee’s pay during the retro- 
active period. 

In thee cases where charges, which include pay costs, must be 
made to private parties, it would probably not be possible to recover 
the retroactive bahaes in compensation from the customer. 

While my discussion thus far has been based on the large funds 
and operations, it applies with much more serious effect in those 
cases where small appropriations are involved. For example, the 
Bureau of Federal Prisons is converting many of its employees to 
wage-board rates. The possibility of this Bureau’s shetrbaee such 
increases, or of holding reserves sufficient to meet such a situation 
without overobligating its appropriated amounts, would be prac- 
tically out of the question because it has no control over its own work- 
load. Most agencies have at least a few wage-board employees and 
would be involved in similar difficulties. 

If, for some reason, equity demanded that wage increases be made 
retroactive to a certain point, the same equity should dictate the same 
retroactivity for decreases in wages. A retroactive decrease would 
require the refund by employees of moneys already paid to them. 
We are not suggesting that the bill be amended to apply to decreases, 
because it would be administratively difficult and damaging to morale 
to collect refunds from employees on such a broad scale. However, 
we do suggest that the one-way street character of this bill is not in 
the public interest. : 

I have sought to confine my remarks mainly to the effect of this 
bill on financial control and general administrative areas. Spokes- 








34 EFFECTIVE DATES OF WAGE-BOARD EMPLOYEE INCREASES 


men for other departments and agencies have presented or will present 
more detailed information on the bill’s effects relative to wage-board 
processes, personnel actions, retirement, and insurance. 

We believe that the blue-collar worker now receives a generally 
equitable treatment in compensation. If there are possibilities for 
improving that procedure, we want to act upon them. This bill is 
not, we believe, a desirable way to attempt improvement. 

Mr. Davis. Anything further, Mr. Merriam? 

Mr. Merriam. No, sir. I would be glad to answer any questions 
you may have. 

Mr. Davts. It is time for the House to convene, and we will have 
to close now. 

Mr. Merriam. If I might, I would like to give you one illustration 
of the problem. I think it would perhaps point up this whole situa- 
tion, the difficulties that arise, and why I have emphasized so strongly 
the beneficial effects of the amendment passed last year. 

I understand that earlier in the testimony reference was made to 
the National Advisory Committee on Aeronautics and a wage-board 
problem which they had. I would just like to tell you the facts 
in that one, because it illustrates very graphically what we are up 
against. 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. MerrtaM. That particular agency made a set of findings in 
December 1956 and January 1957, affecting wage-board employees. 
They requested a supplemental appropriation to cover those added 
costs. The statement that this was turned down by the Bureau 
of the Budget was correct. But the reason it was turned down was 
that our analysis of the NACA’s employment situation showed that 
they had sufficient vacant ‘poubions and, in all probability according 
to our best estimates, would have sufficient vacant positions during the 
remainder of the fiscal year so that they could have covered the in- 
creased costs of their wage-board personnel through reallocation of 
the funds being saved for these vacant positions. 

For reasons which only the agency can answer they did not care 
to make that adjustment in their personnel plans for the year, and, 
therefore, they finally did not put the increases into effect until 
June of that year. 

Mr. Davis. What did they do with the money that was available 
because of the unfilled positions ? 

Mr. Merriam. I cannot answer that precisely, Mr. Chairman, but 
I presume it went over as unobligated balances at the end of the year. 

Mr. Davis. They did what? 

Mr. Merriam. It would go into their unobligated balances at the 
end of that fiscal year. 

Mr. Davis. You do not think they spent it for some other purpose? 

Mr. Merrram. I would have to check to give you a precise answer, 
but I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Davis. Could you check and let us have that information ? 

Mr. Mrrrtam. I will be glad to. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

The NACA requested a supplemental appropriation of $378,000 to pay wage- 
board increases. Since NACA had money budgeted for 568 positions which were 


unfilled, the request for supplemental moneys was turned down. During the 
period of January-June, NACA filled 324 vacant positions, of which about 266 
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were filled in June. Nevertheless, $147,580 of unobligated balances were left over 
June 30; this sum was written off in accordance with law. 

Mr. Merriam. Now, they did finally make their adjustments in June 
of last year. Since the new amendment which I mentioned, which 
took effect on July 1 of last year, there have been two additional 
adjustments by the wage board affecting NACA. In this current fiscal 
year we have already approved two deficiency apportionments for 
NACA to cover the costs of these increases. 

We were able to do that this year because of the change. We were 
not able to do that in the prior year. 

Mr. Davis. It was your opinion, though, at the period in question, 
that they did have ample funds to have put these increases in effect 
and pay them ? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir. 

May I say that when an attempt was made to amend the supple- 
mental appropriation bill on the floor of the House, the record will 
show that Congressman Thomas, the head of that appropriations 
subcommittee, upheld our position on this matter, and made the 
statement that they did have sufficient funds. 

And I think it was on the basis of his statement that the amendment 
was defeated. 

Mr. Davis. Is that all? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir. 

I just thought that might give you a concrete example of the prob- 
lems we face. 

And may I just say in conclusion that this whole question of retro- 
active pay, believe me, is an extremely complicated one every time 
we get into it. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much, Mr. Merriam. 

The subcommittee will adjourn until 10 a. m., Thursday, March 6, 
1958. 

(Whereupon, at 12:02 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to re- 
convene at 10 a. m., Thursday, March 6, 1958.) 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 6, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
ComMITrEE ON Post Orrice AND Crviz SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:15 a. m., pursuant to adjournment, in 
room 215, House Office Building, Hon. James C. Davis (chairman 
of the subcommittee), presiding. 

Mr. Davis. The subcommittee will come to order. 

This is a continuation of the hearing which was adjourned March 4 
until this morning. 

Our first witness is our colleague, Congressman John F. Baldwin, 
from the Sixth District of California. 

Mr. Baldwin. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN F. BALDWIN, A MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Batpwiy. Mr. Chairman, I should like to urge favorable action 
by the Post Office and Civil Service Committee on S. 25. This bill 
will make pay increases for blue-collar Federal employees retroactive 
to a date earlier than has been true under the procedure which is now 
followed. 

Under the present procedure, although blue-collar employees are 
supposed to receive wages comparable to those paid in industry or 
business, in practice there is a delay of a considerable number of 
months during the time that the wage boards are making a survey 
to determine the amount of increase which should be made. This 
excessive delay will be overcome by 8. 25. 

I hope very much that your committee will approve this bill and 
bring it before the House of Representatives at an early date. 

Mr. Davis. The next witness to be heard this morning is Mr. 
Thomas G. Walters, operations director, Government Employes Coun- 
cil, AFL-CIO. We are glad to have you with us, Mr. Walters. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYES’ COUNCIL, AFL-CIO 


Mr. Watters. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. With your permission, 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to announce that the metal trades de- 
partment in the Government Employes’ Council member unions had 
a conference the other day, and it was decided that in order to speed 
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these hearings we would just pool our thinking and present one 
statement, and James A. Brownlow, president of the metal trades 
department, will present the oral statement. 

If it meets with your approval, some of the member unions who 
will not present any testimony orally would perhaps like to file a state- 
ment for the record, representing their organization. 

Mr. Davis. We will be pleased to have them file a statement. 

Mr. Watters. Of course, all of these groups will be here and avail- 
able for any questions or answers that you or any member of the 
committee may desire to ask. 

For the record, Mr. Chairman, I would like to present James A. 
Brownlow, president of the metal trades department; William H. 
Ryan, district 44, International Association of Machinists; James A. 
Campbell, president of the American Federation of Government Em- 
ployees; B. A. Gritta, metal trades department; Russell M. Stephens, 
American Federation of Technical Engineers; Orrin A. Burrows, 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers; Edward F. Hines, 
International Association of Bridge, Structural, and Ornamental Tron 
Workers; A. F. Young, International Brotherhood Boilermakers, 
Iron Shipbuilders, Blacksmiths, Forgers and Helpers of America; 
William Buck, International Association of Fire Fighters: Victor 
Hood, Journeymen Barbers, Hairdressers, Cosmetologists and Pro- 
te International Union of America; James Bailey, United 
3rotherhood Carpenters and Joiners of America; and Pau! Larson, 
International Union of Operating Engineers. 

These men represent associations and unions that are affiliated with 
the Government Employes Council and the metal trades department. 
President Brownlow will present the oral statement, and the others 
around the table will be happy to cooperate and answer any questions 
that members of the committee might like to ask on this most impor- 
tant subject. 

I have a statement that I would like to file with the committee at 
this point, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Your prepared statement will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES COUNCIL 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: This legislation has for its 
purpose wage-board employees to receive retroactive pay when surveys have 
been ordered and completed and the results prove that a wage adjustment is 
due. 

We have long supported the intent of 8S. 25 and H. R. 2425, and, Mr. Chair- 
man, we greatly appreciate your introduction of H. R. 2425, and to all House 
Members who introduced similar legislation, we likewise express our thanks 
and appreciation. 

In order to expedite the hearings of this subcommittee the Government Em- 
ployees Council and the metal trades department recently held a joint meeting, 
and it was unanimoulsy agreed that representatives of all member unions who 
are directly affected by this legislation would combine their thinking and sug- 
gestions into one prepared statement to be presented by James A. Brownlow, 
president of the metal trades department, to this committee. 

The officials of the organizations present from the metal trades department 
and the Government Employees Council will be happy to attempt to answer any 
questions that the members of this subcommittee might desire to ask. 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, with your permission I am 
happy to present to you James A. Brownlow, president of the metal trades 
department, who will speak for the member unions of the Government Employees 
Council and the member unions of the metal trades department. 


Mr. Davis. Proceed, Mr. Brownlow. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES A. BROWNLOW, PRESIDENT, METAL 
TRADES DEPARTMENT, AFL-CIO 


Mr. Brown.ow. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. 

Chairman Davis and members of the subcommittee, my name is 
James A. Brownlow. I am president of the metal trades department 
of the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial 
Organizations, Washington, D. C. ; 

The metal trades department was chartered by the American Fed- 
eration of Labor in 1908. It presently is composed of 20 affiliated 
international unions. Seventeen of these international unions have 
members employed in wage-board positions in the Federal service, 
in addition to their membership in private industry. These 17 inter- 
national unions are listed in our prepared statement for the con- 
venience of the committee, and I presume, Mr. Chairman, that you 
have the list of organizations on that prepared statement. 

Mr. Davis. I do; yes, sir. 

(The list referred to follows :) 


Presented for and on behalf of the metal trades department, AFL-CIO and 
the following listed affiliated international unions of that department with 
membership employed in wage board positions: 

American Federation of Technical Engineers 

International Brotherhood of Boilermakers, Iron Shipbuilders, Blacksmiths, 
Forgers and Helpers 

Building Service Employees’ International Union 

United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 

International Brotherhood of Firemen, Oilers, Helpers, Roundhouse and 
Railway Shop Laborers 

International Hod Carrier’s, Building and Common Laborers’ Union of 
America 

International Association of Bridge, Structural and Ornamental Iron 
Workers 

International Association of Machinists 

Metal Polishers, Buffers, Platers and Helpers International Union 

International Molders’ and Foundry Workers’ Union of North America 

Botherhood of Painters, Decorators and Paperhangers of America 

Patternmakers’ League of North America 

United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices of the Plumbing and 
Pipefitting Industry of the United States and Canada 

Sheet Metal Workers’ International Association 

Upholsterers’ International Union of North America 

And also presented for and on behalf of: 

International Association of Fire Fighters, AFL-CIO 

Journeymen Barbers’ Hairdressers’, Cosmetologists’ International Union 
of America, AFL-CIO 

Thomas G. Walters, operations director, Government Employees Council, 
AFL-CIO 

William H. Ryan, president, District No. 44, International Association of 
Machinists, AFL-CIO 

James A. Campbell, president, American Federation of Government Em- 
ployees, AFL-CIO 


Mr. Browniow. I am appearing here today, not only specifically on 
behalf of the metal trades department, AFL-CIO, its local and dis- 
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trict councils and its affiliates with membership employed in the Fed- 
eral service, but also on behalf of the four additional AFL-CIO organ- 
izations and the district lodge of one of our department affiliates, all as 
detailed in our list presented to you. Our combined presentation is 
being made in this manner so as to eliminate duplicating testimony 
and to expedite the work of this subcommittee. 

We are all most appreciative to this committee for the scheduling 
of early hearings on this important matter, and we commend the 
chairman of this subcommittee and other Congressmen who intro- 
duced bills to fix the effective dates of increases in compensation 
granted to wage-board employees. This is a matter of vital concern 
to this large group of Federal workers. 

We wholeheartedly endorse the intent and purpose of S. 25 and 
H. .R. 2425, and the four additional House bills on this subject which 
are under consideration by this committee. 

The organizations for which I speak represent practically all of 
the wage- end employees of the Federal Government who are mem- 
bers of "AFL-CIO organizations. 

There is a very real need for legislation to fix the effective dates 
for increases in compensation granted to wage board employees. At 
the present time a blue-collar or wage-board employee has absolutely 
no assurance when he will start receiving the wage adjustment whic 
was found necessary under the wage-board procedure in the depart- 
ment or agency where he is employed. It is possible and usual for an 
agency to withhold placing an increase in effect for months after its 
need has been completely substantiated by the agency’s own 
procedures. 

And might I interpolate there, Mr. Chairman, and say that follow- 
ing the hearing here the other morning, we were somewhat—I should 
not say astonished—but surprised that statements would be made as 
to where the responsibility or blame for this may lie. 

I recall distinctly the question asked Congressman Shelley, from 
the bay cities area, on the delay in his district as to why the money was 
not made available after it was determined that it should be made avail- 
able. You will recall that there were 64 days, 107 days, from the time 
that the survey or the spot check was put into effect, and under the 
regular survey, 131 days. 

Contrary to what we were told the other day—and I dislike saying 
this very much, because, like everyone else here, I have the highest 
respect for our Government agencies—the responsibility in these in- 
stances seemed to lie—and I am speaking now of the naval shipyard 
areas of districts, the principal ones—with the Navy Department. 

I have an extra copy of this sheet here, if you would like to follow 
me a little bit. Without going into all of them, you will note that 
column 2 sets forth the starting date of either the regular Navy survey 
or the spot check. Column 3 sets forth the date that the information 
was received by the Navy Department, or the Office of Industrial Re- 
lations, if that is the proper term. And column 4 indicates the dates 
on which the wage increases were made effective. 

As you will note, there is an average of 74.1 days during which time 
these figures and the computations had been before the Navy Depart- 
ment before they were ever submitted, I presume, to the Secretary 
for approval. 

(The chart referred to follows :) 
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Mr. Browntow. I think that this chart speaks for itself. And if 
you wish, Mr. Chairman, we can elaborate on it. But I do not know 
that anything would be gained, except to state that either the responsi- 
bility les with the lack of staff on the part of the Navy Department 
or some other reasons for delay which, to us, have never been made 
entirely clear. 

While I am on that subject, I would like to speak very definitely 
to the point of retroactivity. I have been negotiating contracts in one 
form or another for unions for the past 35 years. The question of 
when the increases were to go into effect seemed to be one of the minor 
issues, and I fail to see why the Federal Government could not establish 
a flat date following the announcement that a survey is going to take 
place as to when the effects of that survey would be put into operation. 

Then they could take at least a reasonable time, if they felt it was 
necessary, such as was explained here the other day, to complete the 
mechanics of the survey. But there is no reason that we can see, no 
reason whatever that we can discern, why, after it is determined that 
there should be a survey and that the survey will start, that either the 
Department of Defense, the Department of the Navy, or whichever 
governmental department it may be, cannot say, “The effect of this 
survey will be put into effect the first day of the following pay period,” 
or at least within 30 days of the starting of the survey. 

That is the custom in negotiating agreements in private industry. 
Admittedly, it has probably been more prevalent in late years—and 
when I say late years, I mean since about 1935 or 1936—than it was 
previous to that time. 

Mr. Davis. Is that the procedure which is followed in negotiations 
in private industry ? 

Mr. Browniow. Yes. I would say, Mr. Chairman, that, if I were 
to negotiate with Ingalls tomorrow, Ingalls Shipbuilding Corp.—I 
mention that as one of the large ones—one of the first things we would 
determine would be, whatever conclusions we reached and when it 
would become effective. Then we could goon from there. Let me give 
you the reason for it. 

Mr. Davis. First, Mr. Brownlow, what is the lapse of time between 
the beginning of negotiations and the effective date that usually fol- 
lows ? 

Mr. Brownwow. If it is where you have a contract expiration, it is 
generally the contract-expiration date. 
~ Mr. Davis. You begin your negotiation in advance of the contract? 

Mr. Browntow. Thatisright. At other times, however, where there 
might be some negotiation coming as a result of excessive increase in 
other costs or change in the economic conditions, then a day would 
be set by both the employer and the employee, agreed to. 

Mr. Davis. Have there been many instances of that? 

Mr. Browntow. Quite a few. You will note a little later in this 
testimony that I served as a labor member of the War Labor Board in 
1943 from January 1943 to September 1945. It was about 2 years 
3months. The question of retroactivity was up there all the time, and 
that was one of the first things that the Board would determine; that 
these rates would be, or whatever conclusion was reached by the Board 
would be, retroactive to such-and-such date. I can be more formal, 
however, about that, because we mention it in our testimony. 
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Mr. Davis. How much time has usually been allowed in fixing the 
effective date? 

Mr. Browniow. On new contracts, Mr. Chairman, where there has 
never been an agreement before, on initial negotiations, it might run 
as far as 30 days from the date of the starting of negotiations. How- 
ever, as I said before, where contracts have been in existence and where 
companies and unions have been dealing with each other, and you come 

up to expiration of the contract, that is, generally, the date on which 

e new agreement will be put into effect, or retroactive to that date. 

Mr. Davis. Was there any customary period i in these negotiations 
you mentioned, when you were a member of the War Labor Board? 

Mr. Browntow. There were all sorts of dates at that time. 

Mr. Davis. What I would like for you to do is just give some general 
idea, if you can, about how much time was allowed to elapse. 

Mr. Browntow. You will recall, for instance, the steel organizations, 
the Little Steel formula and the other programs that came out during 
that period and also the coal-mine difficulties, and so forth. In the 
coal negotiations—and, incidentally, unfortunately, there was one bad 
strike during that period—it was set back to expiration of the contract 
date. Inthe steel negotitaions, because of the status of the steel unions 
as to whether or not they had either a union shop, maintenance of mem- 
bership, or some kind of union security, that decision had to be made 
first. It seems to me that, in the steel decision, it was something like 
5 weeks. 

There were many others, of course, that went back to the date of 
expiration of the previous contract. But, where you have a strictly 
new union, you might say, and new negotiations, there is not the 
acceptance of the principle of retroactivity so readily as there is 
where has been established bargaining before. It has been estimated 
that the Defense Department employs s about 84 percent of all blue- 
collar or wage-board workers in the Government service. These 
workers fall within the wage-fixing authorities of either the Army- 
Air Force Wage Board or the Navy Department Wage Board. 

The Army-Air Force has some 250 wage areas and the Navy has 
abount 84. A wage survey is not instituted until the Department 
involved has reason to believe that there has been some fairly signifi- 
cant change in the prevailing private-industry rates for comparable 
jobs in the survey area. Thus, when a wage survey is ordered for a 
wage area by the Department involved, it is a clear indication that 
there have been some substantial changes in private-industry area 
wage levels and that an adjustment in the wage-board area rates will 
be forthcoming, the amount of such increase, of course, being deter- 
mined by the result of the survey. 

In order to show the very real need for legislation fixing the effec- 
tive date of wage increases, we have prepared a table showing the pay 
lag in 30 of the Navy’s 84 survey areas. Those are the ones that are 
contained in that sheet, Mr. Chairman. These 30 areas cover geo- 
graphic locations from the Pacific Northwest to Florida, and from 
New England to California and Hawaii. They include large inter- 
mediate and small operations, both coastal and inland. A careful 
record was kept in each of these 30 areas for time periods of from 
114 to more than 5 years, and covered a total of 135 wage surveys. In 
each wage area, we determined the total number of workdays between 
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the start of each survey and the effective date of the increase granted. 
We then computed for each area the average number of workdays’ lag 
per survey conducted during the period. 

The average number of workdays’ lag between the start of the wage 
survey and the effective date of the resultant wage increases ranged 
from an average lag of 66 workdays per survey at Portsmouth, N. H., 

to an average lag of 155 workdays per survey at New York City. For 
all 30 acres for the 135 surveys covered, there was an average of 103.1 
workdays’ lag per survey. The full table is found at the end of our 
statement. In examining same, it must be remembered that the num- 
ber of days shown excludes Saturdays and Sundays. 

It should also be noted that, as we did not have ready access to the 
date of ordering each of these surveys, we used the actual starting date 
ofeach survey. In each case, therefore, our tabulation shows a smaller 
average lag than actually oceurred from the time each survey was 
ordered until the time the wage increase became effective. 

Tf we look at the one wage area included from Chairman Davis’ State 
of Georgia, we see that it is the Macon area. During the period of 5 
years 3 months covered, there were 5 wage surveys conducted in this 
area, with an average lag in workdays from the start of the survey 
to the effective date of the wage increase of 106 workdays per survey. 
Tn other words, the wage-board employees in the Macon area lost the 
benefit of their wage increase for an average of 106 workdays each 
time a wage survey was conducted. 

In Congresswoman Pfost’s State of Idaho, we have shown the 
Pocatello wage area. In a period of slightly less than 4 years, there 
were 4 wage surveys with an average lag of 67 workdays per survey 
between the starting date and the effective date of the wage increase 
granted. 

In Congressman Corbett’s State of Pennsylvania, there are 2 wage 
areas included: Philadelphia and New York. Let us look at the 
Philadelphia wage area. In a period of about 51% years, there were 
6 wage surveys, with an average lag of 129 workdays per survey. 

In presenting these examples from 30 Navy wage areas, it should 
be made perfectly clear that the existence of this problem is not limited 
to the Department of the Navy, nor are we singling out the Navy be- 
cause of a greater prevalence of this problem in Navy wage-survey 
operations. The same conditions exist in the other branches of the 
Federal service, and studies on the workdays of lag between the start 
of a survey and the effective date of wage increases would, we are 
certain, be at least as unfavorable to the wage-board employee involved. 

And, if I may interpolate, even though it may sound facetious, Mr. 
Chairman, this is one instance, if you were to follow the wage history 
of wage surveys, where, actually, the dog would catch his own tail, 
because within 5 years we start overlapping each other. 

There is no question but that time is required to properly conduct 
a full wage survey. However, the whole principle of paying blue- 
collar workers in accordance with the prevailing rates in private in- 
dustry is defeated when the effective date of their increase lags by 
an average of more than 103 working days from the time the survey 
was started. When a survey is ordered, the Federal worker involved 
is already below the prevailing rates in private industry. Industry 
wage changes of sufficient magnitude must have taken place to warrant 








EFFECTIVE DATES OF WAGE-BOARD EMPLOYEE INCREASES 45 


the authoritative source at the departmental level to order the survey 
to be taken. 

The lack of any provision in the wage laws governing the date when 
wage increases should go into effect is depriving wage-board workers 
of the very prevailing rate which the survey system is intended to 
assure. The various bills before this committee would give the em- 
ployees the benefit of the new rate, to be effective a specified number 
of days from the ordering of the survey upon which a particular 
schedule has been based. 

The organizations for which I speak are firmly of the opinion that 
that equity calls for an effective date which would be not later than 
the first pay period after the survey has been ordered. Significant 
rate changes have, by then, been noted in comparable private industr 
classifications, and the survey determines the exact amount of ad- 
justment required to restore rate relationships. To postpone the 
effective date of such wage adjustment for 3 to 5 months after the 
department or agency knows an adjustment is required is decidedly 
unfair to the workers involved. 

The Defense Department and other agencies have stressed the 
point that use of the date the survey was ordered as the effective 
date of wage adjustments would mean they would have to handle 
problems incident to making pay adjustments back to a noncurrent 
date. 

We do not look on the payment of such wage adjustment back to 
the survey order date, as constituting a retroactive wage increase. 
The survey is not ordered until the department or agency is reason- 


= satisfied that there have been significant changes in the pre- 
ul 


vailing private industry rates for comparable jobs. Failure to make 
such rate adjustments for wage-board workers applicable back at 
least to the date the survey was ordered weakens the whole prevail- 
ing-rate concept. 

The principle of awarding wage increases effective back to a non- 
current date was accepted and utilized by the War Labor Board, 
with the concurrence of James F. Byrnes, Director of the Economic 
Stabilization Agency. 

The Government of the United States has, itself, authorized and 
approved the principle of payment of wage adjustments, effective 
back to a noncurrent date, not only during the war years but right 
up to the present time. 

In the Government-owned atomic-energy plants, retroactive wage 
adjustments frequently have been made. These plants are operated 
for the Atomic Energy Commission by private operating companies, 
and the entire cost of operation is paid by the AEC. 

The Atomic Energy Labor Management Relations Panel is a Presi- 
dential panel, set up to assist in labor-management disputes at AEC 
installations, This panel, under the chairmanship of Cyrus Ching, 
makes recommendations for. settlement of deadlocked disputes. It 
has frequently recommended wage adjustments effective retroactively. 

The same was true of the predecessor of this panel, the Atomic 
Energy Labor Relations Panel, which operated under the chairman- 
ship of William Davis. 

While these atomic-energy plant workers are not directly on Gov- 
ernment rolls, they are hourly paid workers, performing the neces- 
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sary operation and maintenance work for the operating contractor. 
They are Government security cleared, and the entire costs of the 
AEC plant operation are paid by the United States Government 
through its Atomic Energy Commission. 

Wage adjustments on a retroactive basis have also, from time to 
time, been made in Government-owned, privately operated aircraft 
plants. 

It is not necessary for us to cite further from the many additional 
examples of wage adjustments made back to noncurrent dates. The 
practice is not at all foreign to industry. Usually, in the settlement 
of wage negotiations, increases are made effective on the date of con- 
tract, regardless of whether such date is already past. The problems 
incident to making such adjustments have been mastered by industry 
for many years, and, certainly, should not be impossible for a Govern- 
ment agency to handle. The additional accounting, budgeting, and 
wage-administration problems which the Defense Department fears 
would result are not insurmountable. They certainly do not warrant 
denying to Government wage-board employees a prompt application 
of justified wage adjustments. 

We believe there is every justification for fixing the effective date 
as being not later than the first day of the first pay period following the 
date on which the wage survey was ordered. We recognize, however, 
that the bill which passed the Senate, S. 25, calls for the increases to 
be made effective not later than the lst day of the 1st pay period which 
begins on or after the 30th day, exclusive of Saturdays and Sundays, 
following the date on which such survey was ordered to be made. 

It is imperative that wage-board workers obtain relief from the 
present erratic and unpredictable effective dates of their wage adjust- 
ments. In the interest of gaining some reasonable relief for them, 
we believe that this committee should strive to gain a firm, effective 
date, even if, as on the Senate side, it becomes necessary to move to an 
effective-date provision similar to that in the approved Senate act. 

There are several technical point which we desire to call to the 
attention of the committee, so as to avoid any possible confusion or 
misunderstanding in the resulting legislation on this subject. Some 
of these items may appear to be of a minor nature, but we want to make 
certain that the committee is aware of these points which we believe 
require clarification. 

In order that there be no misunderstanding over the application of 
this proposed legislation to the Navy Department and its wage-board 
employees, we recommend that the following language be inserted 
after the comma following the word “amended,” on page 1, line 10: 
“or under authority of the Act of 16 July 1862 (12 Stat. 587; 34 
U.S.C. 505),”. 

The Navy Department in its Policies and Procedures for Wage Fix- 
ing, NAVEXOS P-1417, dated June 1955, refers to this statute as its 
legal basis for its wage-fixing actions. The insertion of this language 
is suggested so as to remove any doubt as to the application of this 
legislaiton to the Navy Department and its wage-board employees. 

Another problem which we respectfully call to the committee’s 
attention is on page 2, line 3, of H. R. 2425. It also appears in each 
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of the other House bills, and in S. 25 as passed by the Senate. This is 
the reference to the date on which the “survey was ordered to be made.” 
In the case of the Army-Air Force procedure, this could be the date of 
the authorization of the survey by the Army-Air Force Wage Board, 
or the notification of the installations in the wage area to be surveyed. 
In the case of the surveys by the Navy Department or other agencies, 
the survey may start with other types of action. In any event, it should 
be clarified so that there will be no misunderstanding as to the date 
on which the rates become effective. 

Along this same line, we point out that there are some agencies 
which use survey data collected by other agencies. It should be made 
clear in the legislation that agencies which use survey data collected 
by other agencies are bound by the provisions of this legislation, the 
same as if they had ordered surveys to be made simultaneously with 
the agency whose survey data they use. 

There is one final matter which we respectfully call to the com- 
mittee’s attention. Throughout the bill it should be made clear the 
term “wage survey” includes not only a formalized large-scale wage 
survey, but also covers, as well, the less formal types of survey some- 
times relied upon by various agencies. These include the tdapinas 
check, spot check, or wage-change survey, and other informal types 
of wage check or sampling which are relied upon for wage changes. 

We have not tried to suggest language for these several points, but 
we would be most happy to make ourselves available to work with the 
committee’s staff on any or all of these matters. 

The legislation being considered by this subcommittee will go far 
toward improving the existing Federal wage rate-fixing systems by 
correcting the longstanding and well-justified complaint against the 
long delays in the effective dates of increases supported by survey data. 

Legislation designed to fix the effective dates of wage increases at 
the earliest possible date after the survey has been ordered will limit 
the amount of wage-increase loss which workers presently are expe- 
riencing, and the lags before effectuating wage increases supported by 
survey data and justified as necessary to restore them to the prevailing 
rates levels in their area. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, on behalf not only 
of the speaker, but of each and every one of the organizations for whom 
I am appearing today, and on behalf of all Feleral wage-board em- 
ployees, I wish to express our sincere thanks and appreciation to 
Chairman Davis and to the members of this subcommittee, and to the 
members of the Post Office and Civil Service Committee, for this op- 
portunity to present our views on this vital matter. 

We are particularly grateful to the chairman, and to those other 
Members of the House who introduced the bills on this subject, and 
which we are certain will result in legislation to meet this problem 
which is of such continuing importance to all wage-board members. 

Mr. Chairman, I also have a table showing the average number of 
workdays of wage increase lost from the start of the wage survey to 
the effective date of increase. I would like to have that included as 
part of my statement, if I may. 

Mr. Davis. Very well. That table will appear as part of your 
statement, Mr. Brownlow. 
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Average number of workdays of wage increase lost from start of wage survey to 
effective date of increase 


[Based on 135 surveys in 30 Navy wage areas over periods indicated] 














Number Average 

Navy wage area Period covered of number of 
surveys | workdays 

lag per survey 





GCluirietems, 6. Giri tos ie i Oct. 9, 1952-Dec. 23, 1957... ---.- 5 83 
I OR O82. on non snneumanenen Nov. 7, 1952-Feb. 24, 1958. ..-..-.- 6 91 
Jacksonville-New Bern, N. O.....------------ July 19, 1952-Feb. 3, 1958______- 5 115 
PE ties 4 en bichon ignite ah on eth sivinns Liighicn Aug. 19, 1952-Nov., 18, 1957_....- 5 106 
Narraganset Bay, DTC Ml ncn mensipeenadiaeeeie Aug. 1, 1952-Apr. 1, 1957_ _..--.-.. 5 91 
Piiemeeiins Passi en 3 Sept. 8, 1952-Mar. 4, 1958._....-. 6 129 
eek PMN, CO nk cic ounnnneteunnneenes= Sept. 29, 1952-Dec. 9, 1957. -..-.- 5 139 
WOGR, POL 802 oes Jocebseueabote ke Oct. 15, 1952-Feb. 4, 1958__...-. 6 93 
ae eee mem Oct. 13, 1952-Jan. 20, 1958. ..... 5 107 
Salt Lake City-Ogden, SEs on tuatbinsanncatte Dec. 1, 1952-Dec. 16, 1957.....-.-- 4 123 
Washingtes) Ds. L iia os 5s ceed. Oct. 29, 1952-Dee. 3, 1956.-.....- 4 91 
OS a ee ees Sept. 16, 1952-Feb. 17, 1958...-- 5 96 
New York, N. MWS Eid i csh basse chee. ck soa: Dec. 29, 1952-June 24, 1957... 5 155 
Tene FEO BEG ica cen tinks timnconies-nmstopsnas Mar. 9, 1953-Dee. 3, 1956. -.--. 4 77 
SE, MN GSE nw tines scccnonpenacebaqied Jan. 22, 1953-Dec. 9, 1957_....-- 5 102 
Lee pomeien, CMe a 5 5 sacs de ...--}| Jan. 19, 1953-June 17, 1957. _....- 5 126 
I nk on onan iitioe March 1953-Dece. 3, 1956._.__.-.- 4 78 
Fredericksburg, Va---_---- Wadttscscakthgeeded Mar. 30, 1953-Oct. 7, 1957. .....-. 4 93 
I iii 6564 0xdrptne obese oncnwens Apr. 3, 1953-Jan. 6, 1958. .....-.- 4 119 
SS is Dl cnesecansnngsceananancqesies Mar, 24, 1953-Dec. 16, 1957. ..-- 3 153 
Poontelie, Baees 2526 es ee sk Apr. 19, 1953-Mar. 4, 1957. .._..- 4 67 
South Charleston, W. Va.........-..---..--- Apr. 28, 1953-Sept. 16, 1957. ..... 4 70 
PRN IEC A, bak oct vain caveet ad ddgace Aug. 15, 1953-Nov, 18, 1957___- 6 77 
Portsmouth, N, H.........-.------- aneinit Aug. 15, 1953-Nov., 18, 1957...--- 6 66 
San Diego, Calif__ iaeindbeeabeenemmemahetaaee July 20, 1953-Oct. 21, 1957. ....-- 4 104 
Jacksonville, Derek aieb he ikedabindiv deh amt babnae Oct, 8, 1953-Jan. 27, 1958. _.....- 4 104 
TE TTT Ae Oct. 26, 1953-Jan. 27, 1958. _._... 4 91 
Annapolis-Baltimore, Md_-_._.....----...--.- Sept. 22, 1953-Feb. 17, 1958_. -_- 4 136 
TRO Tae nd stncettncbacehass ntyepemantinns Sept. 20, 1955-Jan. 21, 1957... .-- 2 107 
PG ae ie tere n ce DkcanenaxSdpegince Jan. 16, 1956-June 17, 1957. . 2 112 

Average number of workdays lag per {_...........-......-.---------...-|----.-.--- 103. 1 


survey in these 30 Navy wage areas, 











Mr. Davis. Do you have any questions, Mr. Corbett ? 

Mr. Corserr. I would like to ask the gentleman if he would know 
approximately how often surveys occur in the larger wage areas / 
Are they oncea year? Or once every 2 years? 

Mr. Browntow. I think that as to the system that has been fol- 
lowed in late years, that Mr. Gritta or Mr. Ryan can implement this 
information. I said myself on the Navy Wage Committee some years 
ago that the full wage survey is biennial, while the so- -called spot 
check or spot increase or spot survey is ¢ annual. Is that correct 

Mr. Grirra. No. They alternate on years. They have a wage 
survey every year, or approximately every year. It may run 14 
months or within the 14-month period. One year they will have a 
wage-change survey, one which is handled administratively and in 
which there is no participation by employees or employee unions or 
any wage committee. 

And then they have the full-scale wage survey, which is partici- 
pated in by the data collectors and everyone else. The average wage 
change, I would judge, would be about once every 14 months. Every 
12 or 14 months they have a wage change. 

Mr. Corserr. In private industry, is it not true that they are get- 
ting to the point where they are renegotiating about every year ? 

Mr. Browntow. Generally agreements now, Mr. inphiamnany, are 
even going as long as 3 years, with w age reopeners e: ach year. That 
seems to be the custom these days. 
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Mr. Corser. I recognize that, in the electrical and steel industry 
they are trying for longer time contracts, of course. Would it not 
be possible, in the Government’s handling of this, which is a pretty 
complicated problem, that they could handle it the same way? When 
you relate these problems back against the budget considerations and 
the fact that we are now setting up the budget for perhaps as far 
as 18 months in advance, do you see any possibility that we might 
not follow the pattern of industry and have a complete survey every 
so often and then have the right to reopen at times ? 

That practice exists right now. But if it is pretty generally under- 
stood, in the large areas at least, where full surveys are made, that 
these are going to be made every 14 or 16 or 18 months, and that there 
is going to be adjustment at that time, why could that not be done? 

And if there is occasion where some obvious change has occurred 
which would require it, there could be, at the administrative level, 
adjustment made, pending the full survey. 

Mr. Browntow. Might I respond by saying that regardless of the 
testimony we heard here Tuesday, that is, from the Government agen- 
cies, and particularly from the Bureau of the Budget, I know of and 
cannot conceive of any reason why the defense agencies cannot pre- 
pare for any contingency which may arise within their departments 
within a period of 12 or 14 months, as far as finance is concerned. 

I am sure they would do it m the case of an emergency, and this in a 
sense is a case of an emergency. 

Mr. Corserr. The only trouble I can see that they might have. is 
with the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Brown.Low. We are assuming, of course, Mr. Congressman, that 
the appropriations are going to be available. 

Mr. Corsetr. Do you see any obstacles to working out a program— 
they must be fairly close to it now—where it was recognized that these 
changes would be considered, studied periodically, just as you would 
renegotiate your contracts in private industry, that is, with the right 
of administrative adjustment between times ? 

It seems to me if that would happen, even though we passed this 
bill, there would be few times that it would be necessary. If the thing 
was coming along and generally understood that this is the date, and 
if administrative adjustments were possible within the area, those 
could be almost simultaneous. 

Mr. Browntow. I wonder if I might not answer your question this 
way, and I think perhaps more conclusively than I have some of the 
others, based on actual happenings within the Government. The 
TVA, that is, the Tennessee Valley Metal Trades Council, or whatever 
they term it, and the TVA negotiate each year at a different date. 
They know the expiration time of the contract and they are ready 
to meet their responsibilities. 

The same is true of the operation at Boulder Dam and also in many 
of the other branches of the Department of the Interior. That is the 
case, also, I think with the Columbia River Power Authority, where 
they have a given date. 

‘hat, of course, is a recognition there of unions by these Goyern- 
ment agencies, both quasi and straight out-and-out Government 
agencies. 

So the practice which you mention, Congressman, is actually being 
put into effect in many branches of the Government today. 
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Mr. Corserr. That seems wholesome. 

Mr. Browntow. I thinkso. 

Mr. Corsett. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Brownlow, what do you think would be the effect on 
the administrative work involved, brought about by this retroactive 
rh a. 

Mr. Browniow. Again, I cannot see that this would add appreci- 
ably to the administrative costs at all of the Government agencies 
involved, 

Mr. Davis. Do you think the same work force would be able to 
do the necessary administrative involved in this? 

Mr. Browntow. I would think so, because they would be on their 
way to doing it, while the so-called mechanics of the survey itself were 
being undertaken. The point, I think, is probably borne out right 
here in this statement, the sheet that I gave you. 

On, for instance, an overall survey where the Navy Department— 
using it as an example—has for the Puget Sound area 131 days. They 
knew right from the first day of that 131st day what the recommenda- 
tions of their area wage committee were. They had to then examine, 
of course, the data submitted, to determine whether or not they com- 

lied with their own regulations. But certainly it should not vary 

ut very little, that is, the contracting. 

These other agencies doit. Atomic Energy does it all the time. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much, Mr. Brownlow, for your 
statement. 

Mr. Brownwow. I do not know, Mr. Chairman, whether some of 
the other representatives of these unions would like to add anything 
that I have forgotten. 

Mr. Davis. Is there any other representative present who would like 
to say anything at this point ? 

Mr. Campse... Just as a matter of information, in regard to a cur- 
rent situation, there was a survey started in the Washington area last 
October. The wage-board employees from this area still do not know 
when the increase that will be authorized will be paid. That is since 
last October. 

Mr. Davis. How far along has that progressed, Mr. Campbell? Do 
you know? 

Mr. Campse.u. I do not know. 

Mr. Corserr. Who is conducting that, if I may interrupt? 

Mr. Campsett, I think it is the Army-Air Force. 

Mr. Grirra. The Navy-Air Force. 

Mr. Ryan, Mr. Chairman, in answer to your question, the status of 
the Navy and Army Air Force survey for the Washington area is at 
this point, that the Washington committee is scheduled to hold its 
first meeting this coming Friday. 

Mr. Davis. What has been done in the meantime since the survey 
was ordered in October ? 

Mr. Ryan. Since the survey was ordered in October, they set up a 
local wage committee, and they appoint data collectors; and these data 
collectors go into private industry firms and pick up samples of com- 
parable jobs to those that are utilized by Navy, Army, and Air Force 
in this area. 

Mr. Davis. Has that already been done? 
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Mr. Ryan, That has already been done, yes, sir. The point now 
is that all of this data is to go before the central wage-board committee 
for their evaluation to determine whether everything is consistent with 
the existing regulations and procedures. Then, if the committee finds 
anything wrong, they will make the necessary corrections and then 
recommend a final schedule for the Assistant Secretary’s approval. 

After the Assistant Secretary approves it, or, rather, at that time, 
the effective date is made on the rates of pay usually to start the 
beginning of the following pay period, after his signature. 

r. Davis. Are you familiar personally with the work which has 
been done here in the Washington area on this particular survey? 

Mr. Ryan. I am not familiar, Mr. Chairman, with the adequacy of 
the survey. I happen to be a member of the Navy wage committee 
herein Washington. When we get that material in front of us, we will 
then be able to determine whether or not the survey was conducted 
consistent with the rules and regulations governing conducting of 
surveys. 

Mr. Davis. That has been in the neighborhood of 5 months. The 
reason I was asking you if you are familiar with it is that I would like 
to know why it has taken that long to gather the data. 

Mr. Ryan. Mr. Chairman, I cannot answer that question. I think 
that would be a question that would have to be directed to some official 
in the Navy Department, inasmuch as they have direct control over 
the conducting of the surveys. 

Mr. Davis. Very well. Thank you. 

Mr. Browniow. There may be somebody here from the local wage 
committee, Mr. Chairman. Ido not know whether they are even sup- 
posed to expose that. 

Mr. Grirra. Might I say this in connection with the metropolitan 
Washington, D. C., survey? The survey officially started on October 
22,1957. All of the data collected by the survey teams were received 
in the office of the industrial relations of the Navy Department on 
December 31,1957. That isthe first of this year. 

All of that material has been in the Wage Branch Office since Jan- 
uary 1 until this date. And apparently they are working on it or 
processing it. And it will be indicated that it has been over 2 months 
there. All the material has been lying there or somebody has been 
working on it for 2 months. 

One of the things that I would like to point out to you, if I may, 
is in connection with some of the information given here the other day. 
If you recall, you asked somebody to explain to you, from the people 
in the Defense Department, what created the delay in the San Fran- 
cisco Wage survey. Now, the particular survey that reference was 
made to by Congressman Shelley was a wage change survey, one which 
the Secretary or Under Secretary of the Navy said they expedited 
and had done very quickly. 

There is no participation in these wage change surveys by the data 
collectors, or ay unions, or anybody else. It is all handled admin- 
istratively. 

I would like to refer to the chart we gave to you, and you will see 
in the first column it says, “Navy BLS spot check.” ‘he. starting 
date of that survey was August 12,1957. The date all of the survey 
material was received in Washington was October 4,1957. If you will 








52 EFFECTIVE DATES OF WAGE-BOARD EMPLOYEE INCREASES 


go back to column 5, it will show that it took 53 days on the local 
level for the wage branch office, as we call it, to contact the local 
employers over the phone and merely pick up their wage increases they 
received. And then the data took 64 days in the area wage office 
here in Washington to process. 

The significance of the chart is that it takes an average of 74.1 
days for them to get the material out of the wage branch ‘office here 
in Washington; and I subscribe to the statement made by President 
Brownlow that apparently their forces are not adequate here. If 
you use the 4-month figures that the Defense Department gave to you, 
4-month average delay in the survey, you can see that over half that 
time the material is being worked on here in the Washington office. 
That is surely too long a delay. 

I know some of the problems that the Wage Branch people are 
confronted with, and it would simply mean th: at apparently they need 
more help, or they need a system in which they can get these surveys 
out faster. 

I will just point one out to you—and it will take a very few minutes— 
Pocatello, Idaho. It took 1 day to collect the wage data and over 
3 months to get the wage increase. 

Our problem here in connection with the wage surveys is that more 
attention is going to have to be focused by the agencies of Government 
on getting and expediting these wage increases. Now a lot of these 
agencies favs got a lot of work to do, but apparently a lot of them 
do an awful lot of paperwork and leave the important thing, the 
question of wage rates, just let it set there and pile u 

There is nobody will tell me that if they are able to assign the 
material when it comes in from a local level to some analyst to work 
it up, that it should take an average of 74 days to get it out. And 
that is one of our big problems and one of the reasons why it is 
necessary to set an effective date. If that were done, I am sure that 
would take care of the situation. 

Mr. Davis. How many days would you think would be a reason- 
able length of time to analyze it? 

Mr. Grirra. Of course, that time would vary, sir. In the smaller 
areas they could do it in 1 or 2 days. In some of the larger areas 
like New York it would probably take 5 or 6 days, maybe a little more 
than that. In some of the areas they only have a few samples, 200 or 
300 or 400 samples. In other areas they have 5,000 samples. So, 
when you get into that, it depends upon the size of the area surveyed. 

But I would think on average, sir, they ought to be able to get the 
surveys out in an average of 5 workdays in each survey. If they 
could average that, it would, of course, alleviate the big problem we 
are having. 

Mr. Davis. What would you think would be the minimum time for 
the small ones and the maximum time for the large ones? 

Mr. Grrrra. The minimum time for the small ones from the time 
they receive it, I think they ought to be able to act on them within 
a 5-day work period, and the larger ones, I think a maximum of 15 
workdays. 

Mr. Davis. That is maximum ? 

Mr. Gritra. Yes. I am speaking about maximum now. 

Mr. Davis. Very well. 

Does anyone else have a statement to make ? 
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Mr. Campsety. Mr. Chairman, I should like to enter this statement 
for the record, with your permission. 

Mr. Davis. Your statement will be entered. 

(The statement follows:) 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES A. CAMPBELL, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FEDERATION 
OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


The need for legislation to provide earlier effective dates for wage rates estab- 
lished after wage surveys is not confined to the Defense Department. The proeb- 
lem is one which is acute in several other large agencies and it is a problem of 
long standing. 

The Defense Department formerly was the largest employer of blue-collar per- 
sonnel. After the craft, protective, and custodial schedule of the Classification 
Act was abolished in 1954 and the employees subject to its provisions were trans- 
ferred to the prevailing-rate system of wage-fixing, the number of employees 
compensated in this manner by other agencies increased appreciably. 

In March 1954, only 8 percent of the hourly paid workers were on the rolls of 
other agencies and 92 percent were in the Defense Department. Of the 605,000 
blue-collar employees in the Federal service in November 1957, 109,000 or 18 per- 
cent were in agencies other than the Defense Department. 

In addition, there are more than 5,000 in the employ of the District of Columbia 
government. 

The latest Civil Service Commission statistical report shows that two-thirds 
of the 109,000 non-Defense employees were in the following 4 agencies: 


Veterans’. Adm inlstea tien ...o.oqciqckcin en dintspsasbciwenp <pevln ieee 37, 470 
General Services Administration_________~__~_ sow lees nites cael Reais a 15, 121 
TR, Se Ce ooo een carrer wan p tp arectenrgp apes adnan een eee 11, 253 
Agrichitare * Deparment: a LLL ee eae 7, 502 


The remaining Federal employees were mostly employed in the Treasury, 
Commerce, Health, Education, and Welfare Departments, National Advisory 
Committee for Aeronautics, Government Printing Office, and Tennessee Valley 
Authority. 

The fact that the number of prevailing-rate employees outside the Defense 
Department has doubled the last 3 years has more than statisical significance. 
It is true that more agencies are involved, but their activities are closely related 
and their conduct of wage surveys is in fact geared to a large extent on the fact- 
finding facilities of the Defense Department. 

However, the wage-fixing system of the nondefense agencies is complicated 
by their individual financial problems. They look to the defense agencies for 
the benefit of their long experience in dealing with this problem, but fitting the 
prevailing-rate plan to their own internal situation and obtaining the necessary 
appropriations are added phases which they must solve. 

The financial aspect has been a difficult one for the District of Columbia gov- 
ernment and it has caused considerable hardship for the employees. There 
have been instances in which more than a year has elapsed between the time a 
wage survey was begun and the money was actually paid the wage-board per- 
sonnel of the District government. It is evident that legislation such as the 
bills before this committee would have relieved considerable hardship under- 
gone by this group of workers. 

The other nondefense Federal agencies have not as acute a problem but it 
has not been uncommon for 6 or 8 months or more to pass from the time a sur- 
vey has been undertaken and the money has actually been made available to 
employees. At the present time wage-board employees in the .Washington 
metropolitan area are waiting for an increase as a result of a survey which was 
begun in October 1957. At this moment there is no indication as to when 
these employees may expect to receive the increase. 

The higher rates provided on the basis of wage surveys are intended to pre- 
vent employees from continued loss of money from rising prices that have reduced 
their buying power. If the remedy is to be of substantial benefit, it must be 
available at the earliest possible time. In the case of wage-rate revision, back- 
dating the new schedule can supply the remedy most effectively. Only enactment 
of legislation such as that before this committee can provide the remedy needed. 


Mr. Browntow. Thank you ever so much, sir. 
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Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Brownlow. 

The next witness will be Vaux Owen, president of the National Fed- 
eration of Federal Employees. We are glad to have you with us, 
Mr. Owen. We will be pleased to have your statement. 


STATEMENT OF VAUX OWEN, PRESIDENT, THE NATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Owen. Mr. Chairman, I am Vaux Owen, president of the Na- 
tional Federation of Federal Employees. I am accompanied by Mr. 
Henry G. Nolda, secretary-treasurer of the National Federation of 
Federal Employees. 

We wish to express our strong endorsement of the objectives sought 
in H. R. 2425, and S. 25 which was passed by the Senate at the last 
session of the Congress. 

This legislation directly affects those employees of the Federal 
Government whose pay is fixed by wage boards on the basis of local 
or area wage surveys. Wage-board employees now constitute about 
31 percent of the total Federal civilian work force. 

The situation toward which this legislation is directed is one which 
long has needed correction both in justice to the employees affected 
and in the interest of the Federal Government. The interest the Fed- 
eral Government has in this vital problem is related to at least two 
major objectives: Improved personnel administration and the reten- 
tion of employees whose skills and crafts are so essential to the 
security of the Nation at this critical period. 

The lengthy timelag which now generally prevails between the 
ordering of a wage survey and the effective date of an authorized 
increase in pay has the effect of negating the very purpose of the wage- 
board system, which is to achieve pay comparability between like jobs 
in industry and Government. Such comparability is not achieved 
when several or more months elapse between the time a survey is 
ordered and a pay adjustment is made. 

May I cite just one instance among many which might be presented 
to show the serious effect of the timelag factor. In the Puget Sound, 
Wash., area, where there are large numbers of wage-board employees 
in various departmnets and agencies, a wage survey was authorized on 
July 11, 1957. Because of the complexity of the area surveyed, and 
other factors, the new wage schedule did not become effective until the 
first pay period beginning after January 18, 1958, a delay of more than 
6 months. <A fair estimate would be that this delay cost each employee, 
on an average, more than $100 in pay. That it also cost the Federal 
Government the services of some skilled employees over that long 
period is certain. 

Mr. Davis. Do you think they designed it according to the practice 
in private industry ? 

Mr. Owen. I think it is very likely that took place. From our 
experience on the outside, they would be inclined to do that. And 
there is the uncertainty as to when the increase in wage would be 
granted in the Government. The desirability, from the standpoint of 
both the employees and the Government, of materially shortening this 
excessive timelag has been widely recognized both in the executive 
branch and in the Congress. 
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The National Federation of Federal Employees believes that a 
strong case can be made for legislation which would provide that wage- 
board increases would become effective as of the date upon which the 
survey was ordered. 

However, S. 25, as passed by the Senate, provides the increase shall 
be made effective not later than the 1st day of the 1st pay period which 
begins on or after the 30th day following the date on which the survey 
was ordered, exclusive of Saturdays and Sundays. 

We feel that this provision is an acceptable one and represents a fair 
compromise under present conditions. It further recognizes the ad- 
ministrative problems involved in putting a new schedule into effect. 

Recognition also should be given to the need for permitting the Fed- 
eral departments and agencies to include in their budget estimates the 
expected costs of wage increases. The Budget Bureau’s regulations do 
not permit this at the present time. The departments and agencies 
should be permitted to include in their estimates costs which prudent 
foresight can reasonably anticipate. 

That this permission should be granted is very clear. The retro- 
active application of a wage schedule late in the fiscal year could have 
only 1 of 2 results in the event funds were not available to meet the 
authorized increase ; namely, the curtailment of work at the particular 
installation or installations or the furloughing of employees. Neither 
of these results is, of course, desirable, and both can be avoided. 

At least two courses are open to take care of this situation. The 
Budget Bureau could be instructed, by means of a provision in the 
pending legislation, that budget estimates shall contain estimated 
costs of wage increases; or a section could be inserted which would 
permit payments to be made from any fiscal-year funds available at 
the time of issuance of a new schedule. The latter action would permit 
agencies to pay from the fiscal year 1958 funds, for instance, increases 
retroactive to the preceding year. It is our opinion, however, that 
the former solution is the better one. If estimates are permitted, the 
reasons for them can be inquired into when appropriations are under 
consideration. 

Further, in connection with this legislation, I should like to take 
the opportunity of emphasizing that the Federal Government follows, 
rather than establishes, rates of pay under wage-board procedure. 
The Federal Government exercises no leadership in this field; it sets 
no new pay levels on its own initiative where the pay of wage-board 
employees is concerned. The rates follow—too often at much too long 
an interval—those of business and industry ; the Government does not 
set the pattern for business and industry to follow. I stress this point 
because it is one on which there appears to be considerable misunder- 
standing and some misrepresentation. Having set up a wage-board 
system of pay based on prevailing rates, faithful and punctual adher- 
ence to the system should be encouraged, so that employees may place 
their confidence in it. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we appreciate the 
opportunity afforded by the hearings to present the views of the Na- 
tional Federation of Federal Employees on this important legisla- 
tion, and we urge the adoption of H. R. 2425; or, if the committee feels 
it should go as far as S. 25, to go that far. 

Mr. Davis. Do you have any questions, Mr. Corbett ? 
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Mr. Corzerr. No questions. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much, Mr. Owen, for your statement. 

Mr. Owen. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. The next witness is Mr. Ross A. Messer, legislative rep- 
resentative, National Association of Post Office and General Services 
Maintenance Employees. 

We are glad to have you and will be pleased to have your statement. 


STATEMENT OF ROSS A. MESSER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST OFFICE AND GENERAL SERV- 
ICES MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Messer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, for this opportunity to appear before you today. My name 
is Ross A. Messer, and I am legislative representative of the National 
Association of Post Office and General Services Maintenance Em- 
ployees, representing the custodial employees of the Post Office De- 
partment and General Services Administration. Today I appear 
before you in behalf of the GSA employees who are paid by wage 
boards. 

We appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today and 
present the views of our association on S. 25 and related House bills 
providing that the effective date of wage-board increases shall be at 
the beginning of the first pay period which begins on or after the 
30th day, exclusive of Saturday and Sunday, following the date on 
which such survey was ordered to be made. 

We know of no good reason why wage-board employees of the Gov- 
ernment should be required to wait long periods of time for their 
wage-board increases after employees i in private industry performing 
similar work have received a salary adjustment. In some instances, 
the employees are required to wait as much as 6 or 8 months after the 
survey is started before receiving the adjustment. 

One such instance which was recently called to our attention was 
Baltimore, Md. The Baltimore survey was ordered the latter part of 
August 1957, and the new rates for the Army-Air Force were effective 
February 14, 1958, and the new rates for General Services Adminis- 
tration were effective February 23, 1958. Another survey which has 
been dragging out for sities a while is in Washington, D. C., which 
was begun on October 22, 1957, and is still an unknown quantity 414 
months later. 

We can find no good reason for delays of this nature, and are firmly 
convinced that the proposal set forth in S. 25 will rectify this situation 
and should be enacted into law. 

Mr. Chairman, representatives of General Services Administration 
called the attention of this committee to the problem they would have 
if they were required to establish different effective dates for their 
“custodial rates” and their “regular rates.” It is our belief that this 
oer could be handled very easily by amending S. 25, page 2, line 

2, by inserting the word “industrial” immediately following the word 

“such” and immediately preceding the word “survey.” 

The proposed amendment would make both GSA wage-board rates, 
custodial and regular, effective 30 days after the industrial survey 
was ordered. As most surveys are made by the military agencies— 
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Army, Air Force, or Navy—the proposed amendment would not alter 
the practice in effect today, as GSA and other agencies using the two 
wage-board rates establish the effective dates of their new schedules 
after receiving data on the industrial survey made by the military. 

It was pointed out by officials of General Services Administration 
that GSA was using two sets of wage-board rates: custodial and regu- 
lar. It is my understanding that several other agencies are followmg 
the same practice. However, the Army, Air Force and Navy have 
one set of wage-board rates for custodial and mechanical employees. 
This differential of rates creates quite a problem when employees in 
a particular area are being paid different rates for the same type 
work. 

We have here a list of GSA custodial rates and Army-Air Force 
rates paid for similar work in several areas. You will note that there 
is quite a difference in the rate of pay for similar work for cleaners, 
laborers, and elevator operators in the same area. 

I have listed several cities that I will not read, but I request that 
they be included in the record. 

Mr. Davis. That will be included in the record. 

(The list follows :) 








| 
Differ- 
City GSA rates Army-Air Force rates ence— 
entrance 
| rate 
7 -| " J “| 
Atlanta, Ga... — WBC-1_| $1.03 | $1.08 | $1.13 | WB-1. $1.37 | $1.44 | $1. 51 $0. 34 
Washington, D. C WRBC-1.| 1.05 1.10 1.16 | WB-1__.| 1 51 1. 59 1. 67 . 46 
Boise, Idaho | WBC-1. 1.01 1. 38 1, 45 | W B-1 | 1.62 1.70 1.79 .3l 
Chicago, Il. | WBC-1_} 1.58 | 1.66 1.74 | WB-1...| 1.76 1.85 1.94 -18 
Detroit, Mich. __. | WBC-1_} 1.71 | 1.80 1. 89 | WB-1...; 1.98 | 2.08 2.18 | 27 
Los Angeles, Calif. .- _| WBC-1 1.49 1. 57 1.65 | W B-1...| 1.79} 1.88 1.97 | .30 
New York, N. Y-..-.. .| WBC-1. 1.44; 1.52 1.60 | WB-1.../ 1.72] 1.81] 1.90} .2 
1.52} 1.60| 1.68 1.71 | 1.80| 1.89 | 19 
| j 


Pittsburgh, Pa___.__.- WBC-1_ 68 | Mbt cy 
' 


Mr. Messer. You will note that the difference in pay for similar 
work in the same areas runs from 18 to 46 cents per hour. I would 
also like to point out that this is just a sample group. The same 
thing applies to most of the 150 areas in which GSA has wage-board 
rates. 

I would also like to point out that the same, or even greater, differ- 
entials apply to the supervisory employees under the Army-Air Force 
wage-board rates than those under GSA wage boards. It is our belief 
that it was not the intent of the Congress that employees doing sim- 
ilar work in the same general areas should receive such differentials. 

I wish to again thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committe, for this opportunity to appear before you today. It is 
hoped the committee will favorably report S. 25, with the suggested 
amendments. 

Mr. Davis. Do you have any questions, Mr. Corbett ? 

Mr. Corserr. No. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much, Mr. Messer. 

Mr. Messer. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. George Riley, legislative representative of the AFL- 
CIO, will submit a statement for the record. 
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(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. Ritey, AFL-CIO LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE 


This statement supports the remarks presented to your subcommittee for the 
respective affiliated groups seeking passage of legislation to correct a longstand- 
ing inequity in revision of Federal Government wage rates. 

At the recent AFL-CIO convention unanimous endorsement was accorded 
the bills designed to end the lag in wage-date effectiveness. The authors in the 
House have earned our thanks for offering the several bills, as follows: 

Mr. Davis (H. R. 2425), Mr. Pelly (H. R. 2485), Mr. Polk (H. R. 5273), and 
Mr. Shelley (H. R. 3090). 

The bills in their present form have been pending more than a year. It is 
hoped they can be moved to the House Calendar soon. It is generally realized 
that millions of dollars which belong to employees continue to be denied them 
for reasons declared to be based upon technical bottlenecks. 

The Senate unanimously voted S. 3465, July 16, 1956, An identical bill (S. 25) 
was passed by the Senate a year later. It is noted that the Senate reported that 
the bill was “reasonable and workable.” The Senate committee further de- 
celared that it would not “deny Government employees justified increases for an 
unreasonable period of time.” 

These bills are a challenge to the various agencies to “do their job in a well- 
planned and expeditious manner.” 

In attempting to plead off from the legislation a year ago, General Services 
Administration declared its belief that “existing practice is more desirable than 
the procedure which the proposed legislation would establish.” GSA admitted 
it depends upon the finding of other agencies in fixing its own rates. 

This can only mean that delays in other agencies create a chain result to the 
end that delays are pyramided upon delays and redtape wraps its coils around 
administrative procedure to insure that justice is denied would-be beneficiaries. 
Such cannot be the purpose of the Congress. 

It is noted that the administration position on these bills is about the same 
as on salaries, with which you are thoroughly familiar. The effort is being 
made to confuse your subcommittee by injecting reference to fringe benefits as 
a defense for delaying wage awards. Base pay and fringes are separate topics 
completely. The latter is no defense against promptness of the former. 

Concurrent with these hearings, the President has approved creation of a 
sareer executive service in Government. We can be sure that the executives will 
not be allowed to stand on one foot and then the other for months to receive 
the pay benefits intended for them under that plan. 

The stepped-up official opposition now suddenly being generated against these 
bills is but clear indication of the length to which officialdom is ready and eager 
to go in order to perpetuate an unfair practice. 

With all the objections raised to this legislation, I have not noted a simple 
suggestion on the part of the objectors on how to improve any of these bills or 
to provide any degree of workability which they claim is lacking. 

I hope these points will be borne in mind when you mark up the bill and join 
the issue with the Senate which already has spoken twice in the fair name of 
justice well placed. 

In conclusion, I believe your subcommittee will wish to know that in the 
Tennessee Valley Authority the task of wage fixing is done in an orderly and 
punctual manner. The TVA is not included in the bills before your subcommittee 
but because it does the job so well, I think reference should be in the transcript. 

Each year, starting with the day immediately following Labor Day, the work 
of wage surveying is begun with the unions carrying their share of the load by 
making a separate survey in addition to the survey carried on by TVA itself. 

In December, the survey having been completed, the participants’ representa- 
tives meet, the data are compared and examined, and recommendations are 
composed prior to January 1. On January 1, the findings become effective. 
There is no begging of the issues, no excuses based on complaints that the ad- 
ministrative task is so tremendous, no delays which postpone the date of effective- 
ness. That’s how it isin TVA. 


Mr. Davis. Is Mr. Ruddock here? 


Mt. Ruppock. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Davis. Did you have a statement you wish to make, Mr. Rud- 


dock ? 
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STATEMENT OF ANDREW E. RUDDOCK, CHIEF, RETIREMENT 
DIVISION, UNITED STATES CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


Mr. Ruppocx. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement. 
By letter of March 3, 1958, the Civil Service Commission submitted 
its report on this legislation. It is generally in line with the testimony 
you have heard from the representatives of the Government depart- 
ments concerned. 

Mr. Davis. Did you want to add anything to that this morning? 

Mr. Ruppock. No. 

I would like to mention something which is included in the report. 
We suggest that if the committee favorably considers any of these bills, 
that for retirement and insurance purposes, the increases be considered 
as being prospective only. Now, that has been our general pattern 
in the administration of the Federal Employees Group Life Insurance 
Act. Wetry to follow as nearly as possible general practice in private 
insurance matters, and, as you know, changes in insurance are gen- 
erally prospective rather than retroactive. 

We would like to suggest that for purposes of the Civil Service 
Retirement Act, any pay raises which are retroactive, so far as pay- 
ment to the individual is concerned, be considered as prospective for 
retirement purposes. 

Mr. Davis. What would be the effect on the retirement situation 
insofar as making these increases retroactive is concerned ¢ 

Mr. Ruppock. Let us look at it from the viewpoint of the individual. 
His retirement benefits are going to be determined, that is, the amount 
of benefits, by his average annual basic salary for a 5-year period. A 
retroactive pay raise will not affect the amount of his retirement bene- 
fits unless it happens to cover a period which is within the 5 years used 
for determining his average salary. 

Generally, we might say it will not benefit him unless he retires 
within the next 5 years. 

Mr. Davis. It would not benefit him from a retirement standpoint ? 

Mr. Ruppock. Yes. In the amount of his monthly benefit. Now, 
if he does retire within 5 years, so that this does affect the average 
salary, the effect on the amount of annuity is relatively small and is 
going to depend on the amount of the retroactive pay and on his years 
of service. 

Just to give one illustration: If the employee is retiring with 30 
years’ service, $100 in retroactive pay, occurring within his average 
salary period, would affect his monthly rate by only $1. 

Mr. Corsert. And it would not be any important bookkeeping prob- 
lem? I mean contracting for that and adjusting is no problem? 

Mr. Ruppock. You mean to make it retroactive, sir? 

Mr. Corserr. Yes. 

Mr. Ruppock. That is quite a problem, in this respect. If the 
retroactive pay is to be used for retirement purposes, then when the 
agency pays the retroactive pay, they are going to have to make the 
retirement deduction of 614 percent from that. They are going to 
have to match that from their own appropriations. They are going to 
have to deposit that amount and are going to have to contract for it. 
They are going to have to submit a supplemental retirement record on 
each employee who has retired or who has died during the period of 
retroactivity. 
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Then we in the Civil Service Commission are going to have to re- 
examine the retirement claim of each person who retired during the 
period, and the survivor claim, if any, of each person who has “died 
during the period, and make that adjustment, which would generally 
be a dollar or two a month, if it affects it at all. In many instances 
the rate would not be affected at all. 

Mr. Davis. What is your suggestion then? What suggestion do you 
make with reference to this legislation in the event it should be adopted, 
insofar as it concerns the retirement and life-insurance program ? 

Mr. Ruppock. We would suggest that if any of these bills are 
adopted, that they contain language similar to this: 

For purposes of the Civil Service Retirement Act, the Federal Employee Group 
Life Insurance Act of 1954, no such increase shall be considered to have taken 
effect prior to the first day of the first pay period which begins on or after the 
date on which such increase was granted. 

Mr. Davis. And you think that would take care of it, insofar as 
these matters are concerned ? 

Mr. Ruppock. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Davis. If that should not be done, would the administrative cost 
equal or exceed the amount involved, do you think? 

Mr. Ruppock. I am quite sure it would, sir, considering the admin- 
istrative costs within the various agencies and the Civil Service Com- 
mission. One item there is: We would have to look at each claim to 
determine whether it did affect the rate of annuity. 

Mr. Davis. Is there anything else you want to add, Mr. Ruddock ? 

Mr. Ruppocr. No, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ruppock. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Davis. Is Mr. James Campbell, legislative attorney of the 
General Accounting Office present ? 


STATEMENT OF JAMES M. CAMPBELL, LEGISLATIVE ATTORNEY, 
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL, GENERAL ACCOUNTING 
OFFICE 


Mr. Davis. Mr. Campbell, do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. CamppeL. Yes, sir; I do. It has been filed with your com- 
mittee. This is Mr. Friend, who is another attorney in the General 
Counsel’s Office, and Mr. Martiny, the Comptroller General’s 
legislative staff. 

Mr. Chairman, the General Accounting Office recognizes the equities 
in favor of enactment of S. 25, H. R. 2425, or a similar bill. 

Our decisions uniformly have held that wage increases by adminis- 
trative action operate prospectively only. While the Congress may 
grant retroactive wage increases, administrative agencies may not do so 
in the absence of authorizing legislation. S. 25 would provide the 
necessary authority for retroactive wage increases to employees whose 
wages are fixed in accordance with prevailing rates under the author- 
ity ‘of paragraph (7), section 202, of the Classification Act of 1949, 
as amended. 

Under that section, the compensation of employees in the recognized 
trades and crafts, and certain other designated employees, is required 
to be fixed and adjusted from time to time as nearly as is consistent with 
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the public interest in accordance with prevailing rates. Enactment of 
this bill, which would shorten the waiting period between the date an 
agency orders a wage survey incident to effecting a wage adjustment 
and the date such adjustment actually is made, would appear to be con- 
sistent with the spirit and intent of paragraph (7) of section 202. 

However, for certain practical reasons, we have serious reservations 
concerning the wisdom of enactment of the measure in its present form. 
Weare apprehensive that the retroactive pay-increase provisions of the 
bill would in numerous cases disrupt budgetary planning and result in 
significant increases in the number of requests for supplemental or 
deficiency appropriations. 

There are numerous wage boards in different geographical localities 
all over the country. Wage surveys in one locality or another are going 
on much of the time. We visualize situations arising where agencies 
will have insufficient funds to pay the retroactive increases required 
under the bill, which, in turn, would lead to requests for supplemental 
or deficiency appropriations. 

It oceurs to us that there may be a solution to the problem, however. 
The chief purpose of the bill appears to be the elimination of undul 
long delays in the granting of wage adjustments. On the other hand, 
the chief objections to the bill are the disruption of budgetary planning 
and the necessity for frequent and recurring requests for supplemental 
or deficiency appropriations. 

It is clear that the length of time normally involved in conducting 
wage surveys, evaluating the information received, and placing the 
wage schedules in effect is the crux of the problem. If the time stated in 
the bill is reasonably calculated to approximate the average time in- 
volved in the wage-adjustment proces, then the objections to the bill 
would seem to be substantially satisfied. And, at the same time, pre- 
vailing-rate employees would be protected against loss of pay due to 
unreasonably long delays in placing new wage schedules in effect. 

The explanation of the proposed amendment to S. 25 on the floor 
of the Senate indicated that the Defense Department had advised 
that the average length of time involved in the wage-adjustment 
process is 10 weeks. That is broken down as follows: 4 weeks to con- 
duct the survey, 4 weeks to analyze and evaluate the information col- 
lected, and 2 weeks to place the new rates in effect. 

If this 10-week period is, in fact, representative of-the average 
length of time involved from the date the survey is ordered until a 
wage increase is granted as a result of such survey, then we should 
think the time stated in the bill should approximate that time; that 
is, 50 or 60 days, or some other agreed period exclusive of Saturday 
or Sundays, rather than 30 days as presently is provided. 

In this connection, we should think that the enactment of a bill 
along the lines of S. 25 could act as a stimulus to expedite the wage- 
adjustment process. A change in the 30-day time period presently 
stated in the bill to one approximating the average time of the wage- 
adjustment process would substantially lessen the number of requests 
for supplemental or deficiency appropriations and, at the same time, 
afford, for the greater part, the necessary protection to prevailing-rate 
employees. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, no doubt both you and Mr. Corbett have noted 
that the 10-week period which we refer to in this statement is not 
consistent with the testimony of defense representatives last Tuesday. 
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Neither is it consistent with the testimony which Mr. Brownlow gave 
this morning. 

I assume that, since the date of the Senate discussion, perhaps, 
more accurate information has been gathered, and maybe the 4-month 
period is more nearly correct. 

However, the point I am making is that the General Accounting 
Office does not know how long that period is. We do not conduct 
wage surveys ourselves, and we know only generally what is involved 
in the process. 

Mr. Corserr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Corbett. 

Mr. Corserr. At that point, does the gentleman feel that the im- 
position of some cutoff time like this might not speed up many of 
these processes ? 

Mr. Camppe.. Yes, sir, I think it would. I cannot say how much, 
but I have the feeling that some cutoff date would speed up the ad- 
ministrative processes in effectuating wage adjustments. 

Mr. Corzerr. Then if these budgetary difficulties are going to be 
avoided, the way to avoid them is to come up with the decisions 
faster ¢ 

Mr. Campse.y. I would think so. I would think that at some point 
a compromise probably would have to be made. I would think that 
somewhere, maybe between 30 days and the number of days that 
the departments say is necessary to make one of these surveys, is a 
minimum time within which they could, acting expeditiously, effect 
these wage adjustments. I do not know exactly what that time would 
be. But if that time were determined and if that time were inserted 
in the bill in lieu of the 30-day provision now appearing, then I think 
most of the budgetary and planning problems would disappear. 

I say that for two reasons. First, there would be fewer cases of 
retroactivity. Secondly, the amount of the retroactive pay that would 
be required to be paid would be substantially lessened. 

Mr. Corserr. Those are all the questions I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much, Mr. Campbell, for your state- 
ment. It strikes me that you put your finger on a rather important 
matter here in the hearings. I appreciate it very much. 

Mr. Campsety. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Admiral Cronin, you have been here and heard the 
statements throughout these hearings. Possibly you might like to 
submit. a further statement on some of these matters. If you do, we 
would be glad to have you do it. 

I do not think we would have time this morning to hear another 
statement, but if there are any of these matters that have been proposed 
that you would like to comment further on, the subcommittee will be 
glad to have you prepare a further statement and file it for the record. 

Admiral Crontn. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Davis. It will have our attention. 

I would like to call your attention, also, to the statement just made 
by Mr. Campbell and have you comment on his suggestion and recom- 
mendations, if you care to. 

Admiral Crontn. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Davis. If there is any other person or representative of a group 
bere ne would like to file a statement, we would be glad to have you 
do that. 
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Any such further statement as you might care to file, Admiral 
Cronin, would you make enough copies of it so that we could furnish 
them to the other witnesses to whose testimony your supplementary 
statement might be directed. 

(The supplemental statement follows :) 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF Hon. RICHARD JACKSON, ASSISTANT SEORETARY 
OF THE NAVY 


Testimony before this committee has brought out the fact that the conduct 
of a locality wage survey and the preparation of a new wage schedule for 
a labor market area is an exacting and time-consuming operation. The pro- 
cedures now in use evolved over a period of time and were developed to insure 
validity of results and acceptability of the results by employees and employee 
groups. 

The Department of Defense has been and is now studying ways of streamlin- 
ing these procedures; however, we are convinced that if we should take severe 
shortcuts we would destroy the validity of the schedules, at least in the minds 
of employees. In connection with this study we are giving serious considera- 
tion to the feasibility of the proposal, discussed by your committee on March 
4, of attempting to predetermine job comparability in private industry so as to 
eliminate this time-consuming operation at such time as wage data are actually 
collected. Time limits for the organization of locality wage committees, the 
posting of firm lists, the collection and submission of data, and the analysis and 
compilation of data are being examined. Some shortening should be possible 
but it is essential that we not eliminate or unduly minimize these features which 
involve appropriate employees participation in the process. 

Mr. James M. Campbell of the ‘General Accounting Office, in his statement 
before this committee on March 6, pointed out that the chief purpose of the bill 
appears to be the elimination of undue delays in the granting of wage adjust- 
ments, and that the chief objections to the bill are the disruption of budgetary 
planning and the necessity for frequent and recurring requests for supplemental 
or deficiency appropriations. He suggests that if the time stated in the bill is 
reasonably calculated to approximate the average time involved in the wage 
adjustment process, then the objections to the bill would seem to be substantially 
satisfied. Without recommending an appropriate period of time he cites dis- 
cussion of a 10-week period in the Senate debate on August 22, 1957. Review of 
the testimony on the floor of the Senate suggests that the 10-week period re- 
ferred to was in addition to the time stated in the bill; namely, 30 days after 
the date a survey is ordered. ‘Ordered’ was presumed to be the date on which 
data collection is actually started. If a time is to be fixed, a more realistic 
period should be established and it is suggested that it be no less than 60 days 
after the date a survey begins, exclusive of Saturdays and Sundays. Such a 
period of time would still require retroactive payments in a number of cases 
but it would enable the Federal agencies to avoid retroactivity in a significant 
number. 

Mr. James A. Brownlow, president, metal trades department, AFL-CIO, 
in his statement before the committee on March 6, said that it should be made 
clear in the legislation that agencies which use survey data collected by other 
agencies would be bound by the provision of this legislation the same as if 
they had ordered the survey to be made simultaneously with the agencies whose 
survey data they used. In my original statement on March 4, I pointed out 
that agencies base some schedules on data collected in surveys ordered and con- 
ducted by other agencies, and that these surveys are frequently conducted for 
purposes other than wage fixing. It is essential that such data be used to 
eliminate duplicate surveys in an area. In such cases the agency using the 
data collected by another has no control over the ordering of the survey or 
the speed with which it is conducted. It is inevitable that retroactive adjust- 
ments up to several months would frequently result.. I wish to reemphasize the 
importance of including a provision that the law would not apply in such eases 
or that the statutory effective date would be a certain number of days after 
the date that the wage survey data are made available to the agency concerned. 

I would like to take this opportunity to clarify what appeared to be a mis- 
understanding in the hearings on March 4. From the discussion it appeared 
that there was a belief that wage changes in private industry in a given labor 
market area all take place at approximately the same time, and also that 
the various companies all pay approximately the same for comparable work. 
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There also seemed to be the impression that surveys are ordered immediately 
after these changes take place. Such is not the case. As a matter of fact 
wage changes in a given labor market area have for the past several years 
taken place at various times throughout the year in the various companies, 
and the individual companies do pay different rates for the same job. This 
is the rule rather than the exception. The matter of determining when a 
survey will be conducted is not precisely one of waiting until changes have 
occurred in an area. Survey schedules are prepared at the beginning of a year 
and surveys for the various areas are planned to occur at what we have been 
able to determine as the best time in terms of what we know to be the settle- 
ment dates for the most significant employers in the area. Settlements and 
changes are usually taking place throughout the period of the data collection 
phase and the analysis phase. These settkements and changes which occur after 
the date the survey is started are picked up and are included in the computa- 
tion of the final schedule. Therefore the assumption that a precise time can be 
selected at which point all changes have occurred and which would constitute 
a logical time for designating effective dates of agency schedules is not a valid 
assumption. 

I. have suggested certain changes in the bill for consideration of the com- 
mittee in the event it decides a bill of this nature should be enacted but we 
wish to repeat that the Department of Defense does not believe that it is neces- 
Sary and is opposed to its enactment. 


Admiral Ckontn. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much, sir. 

The subcommittee will now adjourn. 

(Whereupon, at 11:35 a. m., the hearing was adjourned. ) 

Mr. Davis. The March 7, 1958, column of Mr. Joseph Young, staff 
writer for the Washington, D. C., Evening Star, will be inserted in 
the record at this point. 


{The Evening Star, March 7, 1958] 
THE FEDERAL SPoTLIGHT—PER Diem Pay DELAys IMPRESS House UNIT 
By Joseph Young 


Federal employee leaders have cited the delay in approving pay raises for the 
40,000 Government per diem (blue collar) workers in the Washington area as 
a pressing reason why legislation should be approved making wage board in- 
ereases retroactive to 30 workdays after the start of a wage survey. 

As presented yesterday to a House Civil Service Subcommittee holding hear- 
ings on the legislation already approved by the Senate, here are the facts: 

Last October 22, on the basis of “‘significant”’ evidence that comparable industry 
pay in the Washington area had risen considerably, the Navy, Army, and Air 
Force jointly began a wage survey designed to adjust wages for their blue-collar 
workers in the Washington area. 

All the findings and facts were assembled by December 31. 

Yet the pay raises have not yet been approved, although it has been nearly 5 
months since the wage survey was initiated. 

The subcommittee headed by Representative Davis, Democrat of Georgia, with 
Representative Corbett, Republican of Pennsylvania, as the top minority member, 
was visibly impressed by the employee leaders’ testimony. The subcommittee 
was told of other cases where delays of upward of a year took place in approv- 
ing pay increases. 

Indications are that the subcommittee will approve the legislation in somewhat 
the same form as that okayed by the Senate. Full committee approval is also 
indicated, since Chairman Murray already has expressed support of such 
legislation. 

Meanwhile, the Navy’s Wage Board Committee will meet today on the pro- 
posed pay raises for blue-collar workers in this area. Army and Air Force are 
expected to follow in whatever pay raise figure is finally determined. 

After the wage board makes its findings, the pay raises must be formally ap- 
proved by the heads of the departments. 


x 








